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Metro Southeast at Genesco Park
1417 Murfreesboro Road

PLANNING COMMISSION: Staff Present: -
James McLean, Chairman Rick Bernhardt, Executive Director
Phil Ponder, Vice Chairman

Stewart Clifton

Tonya Jones

Judy Cummings

Derrick Dalton

Ann Nielson

Victor Tyler

Councilmember Jim Gotto

Andrée LeQuire, representing Mayor Karl Dean

David Kleinfelter, Planning Mgr. Il
Ted Morrissey, Legal Counsel
Jason Swaggart, Planner |

Bob Leeman, Planner I

Trish Brooks, Admin. Svcs Officer 3
Carrie Logan, Planner |

Brenda Bernards, Planner 1l
Nedra Jones, Planner Il

Brian Sexton, Planner |

Jonathan Honeycutt, Public Works
Hilary Kahnle, Planning Mgr. Il
Cynthia Wood, Planner 1l

l. CALL TO ORDER

The meeting was called to order at 4:00 p.m.

Il ADOPTION OF AGENDA

Mr. Ponder moved and Mr. Gotto seconded the motidrich passed unanimously, to adopt the agenda as
presented. (8-0)

.  APPROVAL OF FEBRUARY 14, 2008, MINUTES

Ms. Cummings moved and Mr. Ponder seconded theomatihich passed unanimously, to approve the
February 14, 2008 meeting minutes as preser(&0)

V. RECOGNITION OF COUNCILMEMBERS
Councilmember Claiborne was present at the meetiogever, he did not address the Commission at that
time.

Councilmember Tygard spoke in favor of Item # 100&2-018U-07, which was on the Consent Agenda
for approval. He then spoke regarding Iltem #18828023T, LED Signs, which was also on the Consent
Agenda for approval with an amendment. He brieXglained the history involved with this bill, aghv

as the amendment that was submitted, and requiestgaproval.
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Ann Hammond, Asst. Executive Director

Craig Owensby, Communications Officer



Ms. Nielson arrived 4:05 p.m.
Mr. Tyler arrived at 4:06 p.m.

Councilmember Stanley stated he would address dnen@ission after his item was presented for
discussion.

Councilmember Holleman spoke regarding Items #4#&)®007Z-182U-07, Charlotte Avenue Church of
Christ, Historic Landmark Overlay; and 2008SP-00®U- He briefly explained the history of the propods
bills in correlation to the expected sale of thei@h of Christ located at the corner of'4venue and
Charlotte. He spoke of the desire expressed taolgirarious neighborhood groups and constituents to
redevelop this corner with a traditional, urbanetgfevelopment to complement this area. Councilmembe
Holleman then explained the reasons he would Hedvatving the Historic Landmark Overlay bill, as vel
as the reason for the desire of SP zoning forttoperty. He asked that the Commission suppott bot
bills.

Councilmember Langster spoke in opposition to Itédhsnd #5, 2007Z-182U-07, Charlotte Avenue
Church of Christ, Historic Landmark Overlay; and88P-005U-07. She briefly explained her concerns
regarding these bills and requested they be ddmjid¢kde Commission.

Councilmember Cole stated he would address the Gssion after his item was presented for discussion.

V. PUBLIC HEARING: ITEMS REQUESTED TO BE DEFERRED OR

WITHDRAWN
6. 20082-010G-12 A request to rezone from AR2aMB®BRlistrict properties located at 13153,
13159, 13167 Old Hickory Boulevard and Old Hick&gulevard
(unnumbered), approximately 430 feet south of Mrive — Deferred to April
10, 2008 at the request of the applicant
7. 2008P-003G-12 Cane Ridge Villas - A requespfetiminary approval for a Planned Unit

Development, properties located at 13153, 1315967.Id Hickory
Boulevard and Old Hickory Boulevard (unnumberegpraximately 430feet
south of Muci Drive, zoned AR2a and proposed forqRadning, to permit 211
multi-family units — deferred to April 10, 2008 thie request of the applicant

9. 2008Z-017G-06 A request to change from AR2a and R80 to CS zopingerty located at Old
Charlotte Pike (unnumbered), at the northwest cash®Id Charlotte Pike and
Highway 70 South — deferred to March 27, 2008 etrtlguest of the applicant.

Mr. Dalton moved and Mr. Ponder seconded the motidrich passed unanimously, to approve the
Deferred and Withdrawn itemg10-0)

Ms. Hammond announced, “As information for our amndie, if you are not satisfied with a decision made
by the Planning Commission today, you may appeabttision by petitioning for a writ of cert withet
Davidson County Chancery or Circuit Court. Youpeal must be filed within 60 days of the date &f th
entry of the Planning Commission’s decision. Teuge that your appeal is filed in a timely manmad

that all procedural requirements have been measplée advised that you should contact indepe helgpit
counsel.”

VI. PUBLIC HEARING: CONSENT AGENDA

ZONING MAP AMENDMENTS

8. 2008z-011T A request to amend Section 17.04.060 of the Metmiry  -Approve
Code to modify the definition of “family” to incluela
group of not more than eight unrelated elderly pess
living together as a single housekeeping unit.




10. 2008z-018U-07 A request to change from IR to R6 zoning properties -Approve
located at 4400, 4501, 4502, 4504, 4506, 4507, 44860,
4510, 4511, 4516, and 4518 Michigan Avenue, at the
intersection of 46th Avenue North and Michigan Auen

12. 2008z-020U-14 A request to change from R10S$az6ning property -Approve
located at 2712 Shacklett Drive, approximately @,63:t
west of Donelson Pike.

13- 200820237 Arequestto-amend-Section-17.32.050-to-allowtaligind  -Approve-w/amendment
i j i ended at 3/13/08 meeting.
Commission will re-consider bill on 3/27/08.
14, 20082-024T A request to amend Sections 17.08a08 17.16.070.P of -Approve
the Metro Zoning Code to allow vehicular rentaléieg as
a use permitted with conditions in the SCR district

SPECIFIC PLANS
16. 2008SP-007U-10 A request to rezone from RS7.5 to SP district prigpe - Approve w/conditions
located at 3501 Byron Avenue and abutting Ransom
Avenue and Richardson Avenue, and within the
Elmington Place Neighborhood Conservation Overlay
and 1-440 Impact Overlay, to permit the conversibn
the former Ransom Elementary School building and
site into a residential development not to excekd 1
dwelling units total.

CONCEPT PLANS
17.  2006S-055G-06 A request to extend preliminagraval for Travis -Approve
Place Subdivision for one year, approved for 140
single-family residential lots, and a variance from
Section 1-9.2 of the Subdivision Regulations which
prohibits the extension of a preliminary plat apd
under the previous Subdivision Regulations adopted
March 21, 1991.

FINAL PLATS
21. 2008S-047G-04 A request to create 4 lots lgcat800 Madison Street -Approve
and 301 Woodruff Street, abutting Douglas Street.

REVISIONS AND FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLANS
22. 93-86-P-06 A request to amend the preliminéam pf Lakeshore -Approve w/conditions
Meadows Planned Unit Development located abuttieg t
south margin of Coley Davis Road and the west mao§i
Dona McPherson Drive, classified CL, and RM6, toniea
94 bed, assisted-living facility containing 103,62fuare feet
in lieu of an approved 10,000 square foot commeEbeidding,
increasing the total approved square footage fr6611%54
square feet to 457,789 square feet for the ovedeatklopment.

23. 16-87-P-06 A request to revise the preliminday and for final approval -Approve w/conditions
for the Planned Unit Development located at 82630
Road, at the southwest corner of Collins Road aigthwiay
100, zoned CN, to permit the development of a 1B3gtfuare
foot retail building, replacing a gas station.



OTHER BUSINESS

24, Amendment to the contract (Metro contract #911-2) between the Metropolitan Government of Nagiél
Davidson County and EDAW, Inc. for professionalvémss related to the conduct of the MPO Northeast
Corridor Major Investment Study. — Approve

The Commission requested clarification on Item #20882-023T, LED Signs and its place on the Consent
Agenda.

Mr. Bernhardt gave a brief overview of the staffommendation, and the amendment, to further clémigy
requested action for this text amendment.

Mr. Clifton moved and Mr. Ponder seconded the nmtighich passed unanimously, to adopt the Consent
Agenda as presentgd.0-0)

VII.  PUBLIC HEARING:COMMUNITY PLANS

1. 2007CP-021G-13

A request to amend the Antioch-Priest Lake ComnyuRi&n: 2003 Update to replace Corridor General
land use policy with Commercial Mixed Concentratiand use policy for a portion of Map 164, Parckl 4
located along the south margin of Murfreesboro Rikeobson Pike.

Staff Recommendation: Disapprove applicant requesind approve staff's recommended plan
amendment.

Mr. McLean explained that Councilmember Colemanuested this item be heard later in the agenda. It
was agreed by the Commission, that item #1, 2000ZI5-13 would be discussed whenever Item #15,
2008SP-002U-13 sequentially appeared on the agenda.

Resolution No. BL2008-24

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsizn that 2007CP=021G-13=FERRED
TO APRIL 24, 2008 PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING, and re-advertise Public Hearing if the
proposals for the Community Plan amendments are resed. (10-0)"

VIII. PUBLIC HEARING: PREVIOUSLY DEFERRED ITEMS ON PUBLIC

HEARING
SPECIFIC PLANS

2. 2007SP-148U-14
2801 Lebanon Pike
Map 096-01, Parcel 062-01
Subarea 14 (2004)
Council District 14 - James Bruce Stanley

A request to change from CS to SP-A zoning propexsted at 2801 Lebanon Pike, at the southeast
corner of Lebanon Pike and Donelson Pike (0.31sacte permit an existing structure to be used for
automobile sales (used), requested by Leroy J. Huegand Beverly Beam, owners.

Staff Recommendation: Disapprove

APPLICANT REQUEST - Preliminary SP & Final Site Plan

A request to change from Commercial Service (CSpecific Plan-Auto (SP-A) zoning property located
at 2801 Lebanon Pike, at the southeast cornerlzdhen Pike and Donelson Pike (0.31 acres), to pemi
existing structure to be used for used automohiless



History At its October 25, 2007, meeting, the Planning Cassian deferred this case indefinitely at the
request of the applicant. The Councilmember hasdoiced the Council Bill for the March 4, 2008,
Council public hearing. The Planning Commissioauti make a recommendation on this ordinance prior
to it being heard at second reading by the Council.

Existing Zoning
CS District -Commercial Servide intended for retail, consumer service, finaheestaurant, office, self-
storage, light manufacturing and small warehougss.us

Proposed Zoning

SP-A District -Specific Plan-Auts a zoning District category that provides fodigidnal flexibility of
design, including the relationship of streets tddiugs, to provide the ability to implement theesjfic
details of the General Plan. This Specific Plaiuides automobile uses.

DONELSON-HERMITAGE-OLD HICKORY COMMUNITY PLAN

Community Center (CC) CC is intended for densed@m@nantly commercial areas at the edge of a
neighborhood, which either sits at the intersectibtwo major thoroughfares or extends along a majo
thoroughfare. This area tends to mirror the comiakecige of another neighborhood forming and servin
as a “town center” of activity for a group of nefigithoods. Appropriate uses within CC areas include
single- and multi-family residential, offices, coramial retail and services, and public benefit us&s
accompanying Urban Design or Planned Unit Develagraeerlay district or site plan should accompany
proposals in these policy areas, to assure apptepesign and that the type of development corddom
the intent of the policy.

Donelson Sation Detailed Neighborhood Design Plan

Mixed Use (MxU) MxU is intended for buildings that are mixed hontally and vertically. The latter is
preferable in creating a more pedestrian-orientextscape. This category allows residential as agel
commercial uses. Vertically mixed-use buildings emeouraged to have shopping activities at steset |
and/or residential above.

Consistent with Policy? No. While auto related use may be appropriate@ra@as under certain
circumstances, used car lots are not the typeethst is contemplated within the vision of the Bison
Station Detail Neighborhood Design Plan. Auto-oréehuses are not conducive to creating a pedestrian
oriented streetscape.

PLAN DETAILS

Ste Plan The site contains an existing one story, 1,78&sxtoot brick garage with an attached 14 foot
canopy, on 0.31 acres of land. A portion of theagarincludes a 466 square foot auto detailingifgcil
The existing building is proposed to remain anaddverted into the used auto dealership. The front
setback along Lebanon Pike is 57 feet. The sppedposed to be enclosed by a 24 inch cultured stone
veneer knee wall and contains interior landscaping.

Sdewalks Sidewalks are shown on the site plan.
Parking The plan calls for 22 parking spaces and oneibapgarking space.

Access The main access to the site is located off Lebdtika. A secondary access is located off Donelson
Pike.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION All Public Works' design standards shall be mebpio any
final approvals and permit issuance. Any apprévalbject to Public Works' approval of the constinn
plans. Final design and improvements may varydasdfield conditions.

- Identify existing right of way and easements al®umnelson Pike and Lebanon Pike. (Reference:
Fed. Aid Proj. No. STP-M-24(8), State Proj. No. 498265-54, P.E. No. 19041-1263-54)

= Along Lebanon Pike, label and show reserve striifture right of way, 54 feet from centerline
to property boundary, consistent with the appravegbr street plan (U6 - 108' ROW)..
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Typical Uses inExisting Zoning District CS

Land Use Acres FAR Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) Square Feet | (weekday) Hour Hour
General

Office (710) 0.31 0.198 2,673 83 11 11
Typical Uses inProposedZoning District SP

Land Use Acres FAR Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) Square Feet | (weekday) Hour Hour
Automobile

Sales (Used) | 0.31 n/a 1,920 65 4 6
(841)

Change in Traffic BetweenTypical Usesin Existing and Proposed Zoning District

Land Use Acres _ Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) (weekday) Hour Hour

- -753 -18 -7 -5
Maximum Uses inExisting Zoning District CS

Land Use Acres FAR Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) Square Feet | (weekday) Hour Hour
Strip

Shopping 0.31 0.60 8,102 385 14 41
(814)

Maximum Uses inProposedZoning District SP

Land Use Acres FAR Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) Square Feet | (weekday) Hour Hour
Automobile

Sales (Used) | 0.31 n/a 1,920 65 4 6
(841)

Change in Traffic BetweenMaximum Usesin Existing and Proposed Zoning District

Land Use Acres _ Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) (weekday) Hour Hour

- -6,182 -320 -10 -35

STAFF RECOMMENDATION  Staff recommends disapproval because the requestone to SP-A to
permit a used auto sales dealership is inconsiati#imthe Downtown Donelson Detailed Neighborhood
Design Plan.

CONDITIONS

1. All Public Works' design standards shall be medmid any final approvals and permit issuance.
Any approval is subject to Public Works' approviaihe construction plans. Final design and
improvements may vary based on field conditionsntdy existing right of way and easements
along Donelson Pike and Lebanon Pike. (Referefest. Aid Proj. No. STP-M-24(8), State Proj.
No. 19041-3265-54, P.E. No. 19041-1263-54)

2. Along Lebanon Pike, label and show reserve striifture right of way, 54 feet from centerline
to property boundary, consistent with the appravgbr street plan (U6 - 108" ROW).

3. All signs shall be either monument or fagade-moditgilding signage. Pole mounted signs,
including billboards, shall not be permitted.



10.

11.

12.

13.

The proposed knee wall design shall be approvaadnning staff prior to issuance of any
building or use permit for the property. The kneslwhall be constructed along Donelson and
Lebanon Pike. The knee wall shall be a minimumrz iheight and the wall shall be constructed
of either: concrete, stone, split-faced masonrgther similar material; or pillars with vertical
pickets of wrought iron or similar material betwehbe pillars.

Any adjacent right of way shall include a sidewatkf the condition of the existing side walk is
inadequate per Metro standards for constructiorevasidewalk shall be constructed by the
applicant.

No chain link fence shall be within 25 feet of gnypblic right of way. No razor wire, barbed wire
or similar materials shall be allowed on the proper

All light and glare shall be directed on-site tsere surrounding properties are not adversely
affected by increases in direct ambient light.

The uses in this SP are limited to used automagidership and uses allowed in MUN zoning.

For any development standards, regulations andresgants not specifically shown on the SP
plan and/or included as a condition of Commissio@auncil approval, the property shall be
subject to the standards, regulations and requimtesyad the CS zoning district as of the date of
the applicable request or application.

A corrected copy of the preliminary and final SBrpincorporating the conditions of approval by
the Planning Commission and Council shall be preditb the Planning Department prior to the
filing of any additional development applicatioms this property, and in any event no later than
120 days after the effective date of the enactidinance. If a corrected copy of the SP plan
incorporating the conditions therein is not prodde the Planning Department within 120 days of
the effective date of the enacting ordinance, thercorrected copy of the SP plan shall be
presented to the Metro Council as an amendmehig®&P ordinance prior to approval of any
grading, clearing, grubbing, final site plan, oy ather development application for the property.

Minor adjustments to the preliminary SP plan maypproved by the Planning Commission or its
designee based upon final architectural, engingemirsite design and actual site conditions. All
adjustments shall be consistent with the principled further the objectives of the approved plan.
Adjustments shall not be permitted, except throaiglordinance approved by Metro Council that
increase the permitted density or floor area, aib unot otherwise permitted, eliminate specific
conditions or requirements contained in the plaadigpted through this enacting ordinance, or
add vehicular access points not currently preseapproved.

The requirements of the Metro Fire Marshal’s Officeemergency vehicle access and adequate
water supply for fire protection must be met ptimthe issuance of any building permits.

The SP final site plan as approved by the Plan@Gioignmission will be used to determine
compliance, both in the issuance of permits forstmretion and field inspection. While minor
changes may be allowed, significant deviation ftbmapproved site plans may require
reapproval by the Planning Commission and/or ME€wancil.

Mr. Sexton presented and stated that staff is revemding disapproval.

Councilmember Stanley explained his oppositiorilits request. He stated that the requested lamavas
not appropriate, nor was it conducive to the Dowmt@®onelson Detailed Neighborhood Design that was
planned for this area. He added that he had hetarenunity meeting regarding this request andttieat
residents affected by this proposal were also posjion.

Councilmember Claiborne spoke in opposition to Hills He explained that his district is adjacémthis
request and that he too had constituents who wapesed to this rezoning. He asked that the Conioniss
support the staff's recommendation to disapproeerd¢iyuest.

7



Ms. Susan Floyd, Donelson-Hermitage Neighborhoasb8istion, spoke in opposition to the proposed
bill.

Ms. Nielson moved, and Mr. Ponder seconded theamptihich passed unanimously to disapprove Zone
Change 2007SP-148U-1410-0)

Resolution No. BL2008-25

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comisien that 2007SP-148U-14 is
DISAPPROVED. (10-0)

The proposed auto SP for a used car lot is not casgent with the Donelson/Hermitage/Old Hickory

Community Plan’s Community Center or the Mixed UseUrban policies. Both policies are intended
for a variety of uses, including office, retail andresidential, and both policies specify designs thare
pedestrian friendly.”

CONCEPT PLANS

3. 2008S-021U-13
Smith Springs Cove
Map 136-00, Parcel 088.01
Subarea 13 (2003)
Council District 33 - Robert Duvall

A request for concept plan approval to create $ d¢ot property located at Smith Springs Road
(unnumbered), approximately 475 feet north of Ruolke Drive (1.44 acres), zoned RS10, requested by
John F. Pratt, owner, Littlejohn Engineering Asates Inc., surveyor.

Staff Recommendation: Approve with conditions

APPLICANT REQUEST - Concept Plan
A request for concept plan approval to create $ d¢ot property located at Smith Springs Road
(unnumbered), approximately 475 feet north of Rolke Drive (1.44 acres).

ZONING
RS10 District -RS10equires a minimum of 10,000 square foot lot anichiended for single-family
dwellings at a density of 3.7 dwelling units pereac

SUBDIVISION DETAILS The concept plan for Smith Springs Cove proposesdate five single-
family lots from an existing, vacant lot. The l@es range in size from 11,934 square feet to Bse@are
feet. The five lots will front onto Smith Springo&d.

Access The property fronts onto Smith Springs Road, wisctlassified as a scenic arterial road. Section
3-4.4 of the Metro Subdivision Regulations statd thhen property is divided along an existing datear
collector street, combined driveways or a privateeas drive must be provided in order to limit dvixay
entrances and potential traffic hazards. A 15-&batred access easement is proposed for Lots 2, asd
well as Lots 4 and 5. Lot 1 will have an indivitlaacess that aligns with an access drive on theea

side of Smith Springs Road. A five foot sidewallaiso planned within the right-of-way of Smith Sy$
Road to accommodate pedestrian travel.

Landscaping The classification of Smith Springs Road as a scarierial requires a standard A landscape
buffer. The plan includes a 20-foot landscapeduff

Setback along a Scenic Arterial The applicant is requesting a variance from Se@®id©.5.b of the
Subdivision Regulations for setbacks along a scaérial street. In order to preserve the viewlsileng
scenic routes, the Subdivision Regulations reghiaéthe setbacks along roads designated as scenic
arterials be platted by measuring the applicabtezbistrict required yard from the scenic landscape
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easement line instead of the property line. Th#iegnt is requesting a variance to this sectiothef
Subdivision Regulations, stating that the 40-faaback from the scenic easement takes away building
area, particularly from Lots 1 and 5 where the pemal triangular shape of each lot limits the biilda
area and will most likely require specialized fl@bains or a reduction in the number of buildabts.lo
Instead, the applicant is proposing a 25 foot sétin@easured from the scenic easement line.

Variances The Planning Commission may grant a variance ftoerstubdivision regulations provided the
following criteria are met:

. The granting of this variance will not be detrinadrio the public safety, health, or welfare in the
neighborhood in which the property is located.

. The conditions upon which the request for thisasacke is based are unique to the subject area and
are not applicable to other surrounding properties.

. Because of the particular physical surroundingapshor topographical conditions of the specific

property involved, a particular hardship to the ewwould result, as distinguished from a mere
inconvenience, if the strict letter of these retates were carried out.

. The variance shall not in any manner vary formgfavisions of the adopted General Plan,
including its constituent elements, the Major Stidlan, or the Zoning Code for Metropolitan
Nashville and Davidson County.

In evaluating the variance to the setback measurgnigere are no physical characteristics or toppigic
conditions that present challenges to developiegsite. Even with a 40 foot setback from the scenic
easement, the site can accommodate the five lots.

The granting of a variance must be based on extirzamy hardship that results from strict compliamgth
the Subdivision Regulations. The applicant, howglas not identified any unique conditions or
characteristics associated with this property theate an undue hardship. To ensure continuous
harmonious development along Smith Springs Roasljitportant to establish a precedent of adheiing
the setback requirements at this site, so thafitnye development will comply with these regulaspand
the need for similar variance requests will be elated.

Staff recommends disapproval of the variance regoesvoid the scenic route setback requiremegtaff
recommends as a condition of approval that theejuinglan be revised to show the setback measured 40
feet from the scenic landscape easement line.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION The developer's construction drawings shall conatlg the
design regulations established by the DepartmeBRubfic Works. Final design may vary based ordfiel
conditions.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION Approved. This project will ultimately require apmoved
Storm Water Grading Plan prior to Final Plat Apmbv

STAFF RECOMMENDATION - Staff recommends approval of the concept plah eonditions. Staff
recommends disapproval of the request for a vagidamthe setback requirements along a scenic alrteri
The variance request is not supported by a showfilngrdship, as required by the subdivision regmat
To allow a variance to the regulations would sptexedent in the area for any future developmeatdo
request a variance to the setback measurement.

CONDITIONS
1. The setback line shall be measured 40 feet frons¢kaic landscape easement line.
2. The 20 foot landscape buffer shall comply with téguirements of a 20 foot standard “C”

landscape buffer.

3. Pursuant to 2-3.4.e of the Metro Subdivision Retiuta, if this application receives conditional
approval from the Planning Commission, that apprekall expire unless revised plans showing
the conditions on the face of the plans are subnhjtrior to any application for a final plat, amd i
no event more than 30 days after the effective ditiee Commission's conditional approval vote.
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Ms. Nedra Jones presented and stated that staféenmending approval with conditions, howeveiff sta
is recommending denial of the requested variance.

Mr. Jeff Heines, Littlejohn Engineering, spoke avér of the concept plan, as well as the requested
variance. He submitted information for the record

Ms. LeQuire requested additional clarification be tandscape buffers included in the proposal.
Ms. Nedra Jones explained this concept to the Casiam.

Ms. Jones asked for clarification on the setbaei@aled on the information the applicant submittethe
Commission for the record.

Mr. Ponder questioned the setback easement coafignrthe proposed buildings in relation to thdaek
easement of an existing building included in theppsal.

Ms. Nedra Jones explained these setbacks to thenizsion.

Ms. LeQuire requested additional information on phecedent mentioned by staff during their
presentation.

Ms. Nielson requested additional clarification be tnformation pertaining to the scenic highwayuded
in the proposal.

Ms. Nedra Jones explained the requirements fos¢baic highway contained in this proposal.

Ms. Nielson expressed her concern with the predetdahwould be set if this proposal were to be
approved.

Mr. Clifton questioned whether the shape of theglarin question would constitute a hardship fer th
applicant.

Mr. Bernhardt offered additional information on tthefinition of a hardship to the Commission.

Mr. Clifton spoke of including a condition that wdumandate a buffer in such a manner to perpeitsate
existence on the parcel.

Mr. Bernhardt stated that the condition on the é&uéfould be crafted and monitored during the
construction phase, however, beyond that phassitd be difficult.

Ms. Cummings stated she was in favor of staff @me@mendation due to the fact it would preserve tie 4
buffer and scenic route.

Mr. Gotto requested additional clarification on #taff recommendation in relation to the buffer ang
restrictions that would be put in place on the brdf

Ms. Nedra Jones explained the buffers and thetrirepents.

Mr. Gotto questioned whether the Commission coegilly place additional requirements on the 20’
buffer included in the proposal.

Mr. Bernhardt offered that if the Commission wergtant a variance, additional conditions coulgpbe
in place on the variance.

Mr. Gotto spoke in favor of granting the variandghwadditional conditions.

Mr. Clifton offered a motion to grant the varianeith the understanding that the 20’ buffer would be
10



maintained and to include a condition that an atiign system be put in place in order to perpetitste
existence.

Ms. LeQuire questioned whether the existing vegmiatould be kept and maintained as opposed to
reconstructing a new buffer as mentioned in theionot

Mr. Bernhardt offered a suggested motion in whith €ommission could preserve the existing vegeatatio
but still incorporate the requirements of the sutsitin regulations.

Mr. Clifton moved, and Mr. Gotto seconded the motiwhich passed unanimously, to approve with
conditions, Concept Plan 2008S-021U-13, includingudance to Section 3-10.5.b of the Subdivision
Regulations based on the existing triangular slodpiee property. To maintain the intent of the
regulations, there shall be a Standard C- LandsBaffer Yard provided adjacent to the scenic easgme
Within the Buffer Yard and the Scenic Easementglearing of vegetation shall be permitted except th
necessary for the provision of a typical drivewdthvany utility connections adjacent to the drivgwa
(10-0)

Resolution No. BL2008-26

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolltan Plannlng Comsien that 20088 02U 13 ;@PPROVED

Conditions of Approval:

1. The setback line shall be measure 25 feet fronst¢kaic landscape easement line.

2. There shall be a Standard C- Landscape Buffer eodided within the scenic easement.
Within the Buffer Yard, no clearing of vegetatidmadi be permitted except that necessary for
the provision of a typical driveway and any util@ggnnections shall be adjacent to the
driveway.

3. Pursuant to 2-3.4.e of the Metro Subdivision Retina, if this application receives
conditional approval from the Planning Commissitiat approval shall expire unless revised
plans showing the conditions on the face of thepkre submitted prior to any application
for a final plat, and in no event more than 30 dafysr the effective date of the Commission's
conditional approval vote Amended at 3/27/08 MPC meeting, see Resolution NeS2008-60

Xl.  PUBLIC HEARING: ZONING MAP AMENDMENTS

4, 2007Z-182U-07
Charlotte Avenue Church of Christ
Map 091-12, Parcels 160, 161
Map 091-16, Parcel 006
Subarea 7 (2000)
Council District 24 - Jason Holleman

A request to apply a Historic Landmark Overlay togerties located at 4508 Charlotte Avenue, 4509
Alabama Avenue, and 4511 Alabama Avenue, betwetnA%enue North and 46th Avenue North, (.72
acres), zoned CS, requested by the MetropolitatokitisZzoning Commission for Councilmember Jason
Holleman.
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Staff Recommendation: Approve

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request to apply a Historic Landmark Overlaytoperty located at 4508
Charlotte Avenue, 4509 Alabama Avenue, and 451batza Avenue, between 45th Avenue North and
46th Avenue North, (.72 acres), zoned Commerciati&e (CS).

Existing Zoning
CS District - Commercial Servids intended for retail, consumer service, finahcstaurant, office, self-
storage, light manufacturing, and small warehowsss u

Proposed Overlay District Historic Landmark A historic landmark is defined in Section 17.36.120
the Metro Zoning Ordinance as “a building, struetisite, or object... of high historical, cultural,
architectural, or archaeological importance; whiesolition or destruction would constitute an
irreplaceable loss to the quality and charactédadhville or Davidson County.” It must meet onevmre
of the following criteria:

1. Be associated with an event that made a significamtribution to local, state, or national history;

2. Be associated with the lives of persons significambcal, state, or national history;

3 Embody the distinctive characteristics of a typeriqud, or method of construction, or that
represents the work of a master, or possesseshigtic value;

4, Has yielded or may be likely to yield archaeologiinformation important in history or
prehistory; or
5. Be listed or is eligible for listing in the NatidriRegister of Historic Places.

Metro Historic Commission staff has determined thatCharlotte Avenue Church of Christ is eligifde
listing in the National Register of Historic Placesich satisfies criteria five above.

WEST NASHVILLE COMMUNITY PLAN

Commercial Arterial Existing (CAE) CAE policy istended to recognize existing areas of “strip
commercial” which is characterized by commerci@dsuthat are situated in a linear pattern alongiatte
streets between major intersections. The intethisfpolicy is to stabilize the current conditigmevent
additional expansion along the arterial, and ultetyaredevelop into more pedestrian-friendly areas.

Charlotte Avenue Church of Christ is listed as Wwgrdf conservation in the West Nashville Community
Plan, which was adopted on January 28, 2000. Mtistmric Commission staff has now determined that
the building is eligible for the National Register.

Consistent with Policy? Yes. The Historic Landmark Overlay District is s@tent with CAE policy in
this area. Furthermore, Charlotte Avenue ChurcBhuist is listed in the West Nashville Plan as ‘fiy

of Conservation,” and the subarea plan recommdraighese properties be protected. The subarea pla
also states on page 42 that this area “containsrdaer of historically significant features that slibbe
preserved.”

Metro Historic Zoning Commission RecommendationAt its meeting on February 11, 2008, the Metro
Historic Zoning Commission (MHZC) approved the pyepd boundaries of the 4508 Charlotte Avenue
Historic Landmark District as historically signifint. The MHZC noted that the Tennessee Historical
Commission had deemed the property eligible fainigsin the National Register of Historic Places.

Additionally, the MHZC adopted design guidelines tloe district.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION  Staff recommends approval. The request is comsigtith the adopted
Community Plan and is eligible for listing on thatiddnal Register.

[Note: Items#4 and #5 wer e discussed by the Metropolitan Planning Commission together. See Item #5 for
actions and resolutions.]

5. 2008SP-005U-07
Charlotte Avenue Church of Christ
Map 091-16, Parcels 006, 007
Map 091-12, Parcels 160, 161, 162
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Subarea 7 (2000)
Council District 24 - Jason Holleman

A request to change from CS to SP-MU zoning progefbcated at 4506 and 4508 Charlotte Avenue
and 4507, 4509 and 4511 Alabama Avenue, at théeast corner of 46th Avenue North and Charlotte
Avenue, (1.35 acres), to permit MUL uses with biniddplacement and height standards, requestedeby th
Metro Planning Department, on behalf of Councilmemlason Holleman; Charlotte Avenue Church of
Christ and Gamble-Watson Acquisition Group, owners.

Staff Recommendation: Approve with conditions

APPLICANT REQUEST - Preliminary SP

A request to change from Commercial Service (CS3pecific Plan-Mixed Use (SP-MU) zoning
properties located at 4506 and 4508 Charlotte Asemd 4507, 4509 and 4511 Alabama Avenue, at the
northeast corner of 46th Avenue North and Charlattenue, (1.35 acres), to permit Mixed Use Limited
(MUL) uses with building placement and height stald

Existing Zoning
CS District -Commercial Servide intended for retail, consumer service, finahcestaurant, office, self-
storage, light manufacturing and small warehougs.us

Proposed Zoning

SP-MU District -_Specific Plan-Mixed Use a zoning District category that provides fodiéidnal
flexibility of design, including the relationshig streets to buildings, to provide the ability toglement
the specific details of the General Plan. Thisc8jmePlan includes residential uses in additiomotfice
and/or commercial uses.

WEST NASHVILLE COMMUNITY PLAN

Commercial Arterial Existing (CAE) CAE policy is intended to recognize existing arefstrip
commercial” which is characterized by commerci@dsuthat are situated in a linear pattern alongiatte
streets between major intersections. The intetttisfpolicy is to stabilize the current conditigmevent
additional expansion along the arterial, and ultetyaredevelop into more pedestrian-friendly areas.

Consistent with Policy? Yes. CAE policy recognizes “strip commercial dexghent,” but requires
redevelopment to be pedestrian-friendly. The sedoatan states on page 42 that this is “an older
commercial area with a mixture of primarily smadhemercial businesses that generally have their own
(sometimes multiple) driveways.” The SP allows cancial uses consistent with CAE policy. The plan
further states on page 101 that the Richland Pladpfing District “is a collaboration of older brick
buildings that are not set back from the sidewdlkere is parallel parking in front of the buildsigThe
distinctive character of this area is an assetshauld be preserved. Any new development in tha a
should conform to the existing setback.”

PLAN DETAILS The plan is a set of redevelopment standards tegiraposed to guide future
development. The bulk standards, listed belowjrdemded to create a pedestrian-friendly develagme

Stacke( Live-

flats | work] Townhouse¥

Standard Mixed-usé | Office]

Minimum of 80% of front fagade must be built

Front setback (Charlotte Avenue) within 10 feet of the front property line.

End units: 5 feet

Side Setbacks none required o
minimum

Minimum of 80% of front fagade must be built

Street side setback(46th Ave. N) within 10 feet of the front property line.

Rear Setback 5 feet minimum

Buildings must extend across a minimum of 509

Building width at build-to line of the lot frontage along Charlotte Avenue

Maximum height 3 stories, not to exceed 53 feet

Minimum height One-story buildings to be a minimheight of
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23’ (14' min. first floor height). All buildings

must have their primary facade facing Charlotte
Avenue and one-story buildings must be designed
to appear to be two stories.

All other bulk standards MUL requirements from MeRoning Code

'Refer to Bedford UDO for descriptions of buildingés
and materials pages 17-22

This property is located northeast diagonally fi@iohland Park. It is also on the same street asyma
buildings that have been determined by the Metsiddic Commission to be worthy of conservation or
eligible to be listed on the National Register.e3& buildings are located close to the street prateca
walkable center for the community. If the builditigit currently occupies the site, which is eligitd be
listed on the National Register, cannot be saves SP will require any redevelopment to respeet th
historic, pedestrian-friendly character of the area

The SP prohibits parking and drive-through develeptiirom fronting on Charlotte Avenue and prohibits
chain link fences and outdoor sales, storage,splaly of goods. The SP also requires the primary
pedestrian entrance to be along Charlotte Avendedars not permit pole signs.

Reviewing Department Recommendations - Due ta¢tere of this SP as a regulating plan rather ¢han
detailed site plan, other development review Depents did not have enough technical information to
provide a complete review of the SP as submit#siti Department approvals must be obtained with the
final SP site plan.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION A traffic study may be required at development.

Typical Uses inExisting Zoning District CS

Land Use Acres FAR Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) Square Feet | (weekday) Hour Hour
Specialty

Retail 1.35 0.128 7,527 360 14 40
Center(814)

Typical Uses inProposedZoning District SP-MU

Land Use Acres FAR Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) Square Feet | (weekday) Hour Hour

Office Building

Low Rise (710) 1.35 0.201 11,820 258 34 34

Maximum Uses inExisting Zoning District CS

Land Use Acres FAR Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) Square Feet | (weekday) Hour Hour
Office

Building Low | 1.35 0.60 35,283 599 82 119
Rise(710)

Maximum Uses inProposedZoning District SP

Land Use Acres FAR Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) Square Feet | (weekday) Hour Hour
Office

Building Low | 1.35 1.0 58,806 887 123 145
Rise(710)

Change in Traffic BetweenMaximum Usesin Existing and Proposed Zoning District

Land Use Acres _ Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) (weekday) Hour Hour
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- +23,523 288 41 26

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION

Preliminary SP returned for corrections:

- Add FEMA Note / Information to plans.

- Add North Arrow & Bearing Information to plans.

- Add Vicinity Map to plans.

- Provide the Proposed Site Layout (Scale no less 1" = 100", Contours no greater than 5").

- Add 78-840 Note to plans:
(Any excavation, fill, or disturbance of the ekist ground elevation must be done in accordance
with storm water management ordinance No. 78/84Dagproved by The Metropolitan
Department of Water Services.)

- Add Preliminary Note to plans:
(This drawing is for illustration purposes to icglie the basic premise of the development. The
final lot count and details of the plan shall begqmed by the appropriate regulations at the time
of final application.)

- Add Access Note to plans:
(Metro Water Services shall be provided sufficiand unencumbered access in order to maintain
and repair utilities in this site.)

- Add C/D Note to plans:
(Size driveway culverts per the design criteriefggh by the Metro Stormwater Management
Manual (Minimum driveway culvert in Metro ROW is"16MP).)

- Show Existing Topo on plans.

- Provide a Water Quality Concept on plans.

- Provide Room for Detention (if necessary).

WATER SERVICES RECOMMENDATION Once a plan has been determined, a request |aite&p
$500.00 must be submitted for a study.

FIRE MARSHAL RECOMMENDATION Approved based on no construction being done this
application. Any construction will require addit@rinformation.

METRO SCHOOL BOARD REPORT The proposed SP allows for commercial and residen#it this
time, the amount of residential development progdeethis property is not able to be determin&daff
will determine the impact, if any, on Metro Schowfih the final SP site plan.

Students would attend Sylvan Park Elementary S¢hidest End Middle School, and Hillsboro High
School. Hillsboro High Schodias been identified as being over capacity by tke&d/School Board.
There is capacity at a high school in an adjackster. This information is based upon data from t

STAFF RECOMMENDATION - Staff recommends approval with conditions becaageaest is
consistent with policy and promotes pedestriamftig development.

CONDITIONS
1. Parking will determined with the final SP site plan
2. The final SP site plan shall meet the requiremehBublic Works, Stormwater, Water Services,

the Fire Marshal, and the Urban Forester.

3. The following uses are not permitted: Automobil@wenience, Automobile parking, Car wash,
Commercial amusement (outside), Commuter rail,ristive business/wholesale, Donation
center drop-off, Mobile storage unit, Park, Powas/gubstation, Radio/TV/satellite tower,
Recycling collection center, Reservoir/water taBétellite dish, Telephone service, Warehouse,
Waste water treatment, Water treatment plant, issterer pump station.

4. For any development standards, regulations andrezgants not specifically shown on the SP

15



plan and/or included as a condition of Commissio@auncil approval, the property shall be
subject to the standards, regulations and requineté the MUL zoning district as of the date of
the applicable request or application.

5. Minor modifications to the preliminary SP plan nitzgyapproved by the Planning Commission or
its designee based upon final architectural, emging or site design and actual site conditions.
All modifications shall be consistent with the mipples and further the objectives of the approved
plan. Modifications shall not be permitted, excgpbugh an ordinance approved by Metro
Council that increase the permitted density orrfla@a, add uses not otherwise permitted,
eliminate specific conditions or requirements cored in the plan as adopted through this
enacting ordinance, or add vehicular access poottsurrently present or approved.

6. The requirements of the Metro Fire Marshal’s Officeemergency vehicle access and adequate
water supply for fire protection must be met ptimthe issuance of any building permits.

Ms. Logan presented and stated that staff is recemding approval with conditions.

Mr. Jim Dillingham, 6816 Fleetwood Drive, spokedpposition to the zone change.

Ms. Grace Renshaw, 220 Mockingbird Road, spokevoif of the proposed zone change.
Mr. Wendell Goodman, 4901 Park Avenue, spoke iofaf the proposed zone change.
Ms. Debra Vaughn, 506 Acklen Park Drive, spokeavof of the proposed zone change.
Mr. Ken Wyatt, 5351 Simpkins Road, spoke in opposibf the proposed zone change.
Mr. John Dean, 613 Lynnbrook Road, spoke in opjuositf the proposed zone change.
Mr. Rodney Wells, 660 Thompson Lane, spoke in opioosto the proposed zone change.
Mr. Gilbert Smith, 4011 Armory Oaks Drive, spokefavor of the proposed zone change.
Mr. Michael Collins, 4607 Park Avenue, spoke indaef the proposed zone change.

Mr. Robert Young, 4800 Charlotte Avenue, spokeppasition to the proposed zone change.
Mr. Jim Orman, 4508 Charlotte Avenue, spoke in @it to the proposed zone change.
Ms. Kathleen Murphy, 231 Orlando Avenue, spokeawof of the proposed zone change.
Ms. Meredith Freeman, 197 8Avenue North, spoke in favor of the proposed zcimenge.

Ms. Jane Hardy, 208 Elmington Avenue, spoke in faxfdhe proposed zone change.
Councilmember Langster spoke in opposition of ttuppsed zone change.

Mr. Gotto expressed a concern that a precedentdimmiket if the Commission were to approve the
requested zone change. He briefly explained thearms he had for the property owner and the aigin
intention to sell the parcel and how the requegtet: changes affected their intent. He stateddsenet
in favor of approving the request.

Mr. Tyler requested clarification on the mannewimich this bill originated and how it could origiea
without the property owner’s consent.

Mr. Bernhardt explained that the department fileel bill at the request of the Councilmember anchbse
it was consistent with the general plan for theaare
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Mr. Tyler stated that this type of request showthe from the property owner.

Mr. Cummings also expressed a concern that theest@lid not originate with the property owner. She
then requested clarification on other types of tisascould be considered under the SP zoning, if
approved.

Ms. Logan explained the various land uses for Singp

Ms. Cummings expressed a concern on the type adhaseould result on the parcel, if not a church o
Rite Aid.

Mr. Bernhardt offered additional uses of SP zoning.

Ms. Cummings stated she would not be voting in faofahis request.

Mr. Clifton explained his position on the requektte historic overlay for this parcel. He statexlwas
not in favor of approving the request. He therkspfavorably of SP zoning and the positive affebiais
on urban neighborhoods and that he would be suppdte staff recommendation for this request.

Ms. Nielson stated she was not in favor of apprg¥ire historic overlay.

Mr. Ponder expressed his concern of the bill b@irmgposed without the owner’s consent. He suggested
that the Councilmember start over and begin by megetith the property owner and the community.

Ms. Jones stated she was against the request the ittappropriate manner in which it was pursusdl a
the damage inflicted on the property owner as alre$the request.

Mr. Dalton too expressed his concerns with the rmaimwhich the requested zone changes were
originated. He stated he was not in favor of apipig either proposal.

Ms. LeQuire commented on the current UZO placetherarea and the non-affect the SP would have on
the parcel in relation to setbacks and propertyesl She then commented on the issue of zone ehang
being made to parcels without the property owneoissent. She requested clarification on this issue

Mr. Bernhardt explained that there have been dtistances in which mass rezonings have been enacted
without the property owner’s consent.

Mr. Gotto spoke to the issue of the mass rezoniisgsl by Council with respect that it is usuallydife

an area with many property owners. He then sunaeddis views on SP zoning and how it could inhibit
an owner’s plans for a development, due to thetfattdoes not get finalized until its third reaglat
Council.

Mr. Clifton moved and Ms. Cummings seconded theiomowhich passed unanimously, to disapprove
Zone Change 2007Z-182U-0710-0)

Mr. Gotto moved and Ms. Cumming seconded the motmdisapprove Zone Change 2008SP-005U-07.
(8-2) No Votes — Nielson, Clifton

Resolution No. BL2008-27

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2007Z-182U-07 BISAPPROVED.
(20-0)

The area’s Councilmember stated that the bill for his request would be withdrawn at Council.”
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Resolution No. BL2008-28

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comisien that 2008SP-005U-07 is
DISAPPROVED. (10-0)

While the proposed SP is consistent with the Westdshville Community Plan’s Commercial Arterial
Existing policy, the application was initiated overthe objection of the property owner. Because the
property is located within the UZO, which may allowsetbacks similar to the SP, the Commission
determined the existing code already sufficientlyestricts building placement.”

The Commission recessed at 6:00 p.m.

The Commission resumed at 6:20 p.m.

6. 2008Z-010G-12
Map 183-00, Parcels 011, 011.01, 012, 012.01, 060
Subarea 12 (2004)
Council District 31 - Parker Toler

A request to rezone from AR2a to RM9 district pntigs located at 13153, 13159, 13167 Old Hickory
Boulevard and Old Hickory Boulevard (unnumberegpraximately 430 feet south of Muci Drive (24.01
acres), requested by Centex Homes, applicanGéoe Smith et ux, Shirley Smith, Bruce Gold anchJoa
Gold Cypress, and Walter Jones et ux, owners (SedP&D Proposal 2008P-003G-12)

Staff Recommendation: Disapprove. If approved, thénfrastructure Deficiency Area requirements

for this property must be met with any developmenproposal associated with this zone change.

The Metropolitan Planning Commission DEFERRED ZoneChange 2008Z-010G-12 to April 10,
2008, at the request of the applicant. (10-0)

7. 2008P-003G-12
Cane Ridge Villas
Map183-00, Parcels 011, 011.01, 012, 012.01, 060
Subarea 12 (2004)
Council District 31 - Parker Toler

A request for preliminary approval for a PlannedtUDevelopment, properties located at 13153, 13159
13167 Old Hickory Boulevard and Old Hickory Bouledgunnumbered), approximately 430feet south of
Muci Drive (24.01 acres), zoned AR2a and proposedRM9 zoning, to permit 211 multi-family units,
requested by Dale & Associates, applicant, for Gaméth et ux, Shirley Smith, Bruce Gold and JoatdGo
Cypress and Walter Jones et ux, owner (See alse Zbange Proposal No. 2008Z-010G-12).

Staff Recommendation: Disapprove

The Metropolitan Planning Commission DEFERRED Planred Unit Development to April 10, 2008,
at the request of the applicant. (10-0)

8. 2008z-011T
TA: Definition of Family

A request to amend Section 17.04.060 of the Metnuirty Code to modify the definition of “family” to
include a group of not more than eight unrelateléy persons living together as a single housekeep
unit, requested by Councilmember Vivian Wilhoite.

Staff Recommendation: Approve

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request to amend Section 17.04.060 of the M&truing Code to modify
the definition of “family” to include a group of hanore than eight unrelated elderly persons living
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together as a single housekeeping unit.
APPLICATION DETAILS Section 17.12.060 of the Zoning Code currentlyresi"Family" as:

1. Anindividual, or two or more persons relabgdblood, marriage or law, or, unless otherwiseineg

by federal or state law, a group of not more thmed unrelated persons living together in a dwgllinit.
Servants and temporary nonpaying guests having @snfmousekeeping facilities with a family are a part
of the family for this code;

2. A group of not more than eight unrelated migntatarded, mentally handicapped (excluding the
mentally ill) or physically handicapped persongluding two additional persons acting as housepsi@n
guardians, living together as a single housekeeyiritgn accordance with Tennessee Code Annoteed 1
24-102. For purposes of this subsection, 'mentahydicapped' and 'physically handicapped' includes
persons being professionally treated for drug aral&mhol dependency or abuse.

This zoning text change proposes to add: “3. A gronot more than eight unrelated persons oveagfee
of sixty-five, including two additional persons iagt as houseparents or guardians, living together a
single housekeeping unit.”

Assisted-care living and nursing homes are curygrarmitted in Agricultural/Residential, Multi-Falwyi
Residential, and Mixed-Use zoning districts and e@ffice and Commercial zoning districts. This
ordinance would permit very small elderly care liies to be permitted anywhere that one family is
permitted to live, including Single-Family Residahtind One and Two-Family Residential districts.
Although this text change would allow up to eightelated persons over 65 years old to live togethar
single housekeeping unit, these facilities wouildits¢ required to obtain the appropriate licensem the
State in order to operate.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION - Staff recommends approval of the proposed ordiea

Approved, 0-0) Consent Agenda
Resolution No. BL2008-29

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comiien that 2008Z-011T iSBPPROVED. (10-
0)”

9. 20087-017G-06
Map 126-00, Parcel 027
Subarea 6 (2003)
Council District 35 - Bo Mitchell

A request to change from AR2a and R80 to CS zopingerty located at Old Charlotte Pike
(unnumbered), at the northwest corner of Old CltzrlBike and Highway 70 South (4.5 acres), reqdeste
by Oliver Cromwell Carmichael, owner.

Staff Recommendation: Disapprove

The Metropolitan Planning Commission DEFERRED ZoneChange 2008Z-017G-06 to March 27,
2008, at the request of the applicant. (10-0)

10. 2008z-018U-07
Map 091-08, Parcels 197, 198, 199, 200, 201, 202, 215, 216, 217,
218, 219, 220, 230
Subarea 7 (2000)
Council District 20 - Buddy Baker
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A request to change from IR to R6 zoning propetbeated at 4400, 4501, 4502, 4504, 4506, 45078 450
4509, 4510, 4511, 4516, and 4518 Michigan Aventtheaintersection of 46th Avenue North and
Michigan Avenue (2.5 acres), requested by Jess&alVBhgineering, applicant, for Daniel Oakley, owne
Staff Recommendation: Approve

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request to change from Industrial RestrictilR) to One and Two Family
Residential (R6) zoning properties located at 44801, 4502, 4504, 4506, 4507, 4508, 4509, 45101 45
4516 and 4518 Michigan Avenue, at the interseatiof6th Avenue North and Michigan Avenue (2.50
acres).

The Council Bill was filed for this request whileet application was still under review by staffn&i the
application was filed, 4518 Michigan Avenue (par2@B) was added to the request in order to avoid
creating an isolated parcel of IR zoning.

Existing Zoning
IR District - Industrial Restrictivés intended for a wide range of light manufactgrirses at moderate
intensities within enclosed structures.

Proposed Zoning

R6 District - Rérequires a minimum 6,000 square foot lot andtierided for single-family dwellings and
duplexes at an overall density of 7.72 dwellingsipier acre including 25% duplex lots. Re-subdigdi
this property according to the R6 district woultb@ad a total of 19 lots, five of which could be déyged as
duplex lots. A maximum of 24 units consisting ofsidgle-family lots and 5 duplex lots (10 unitsutmb
be constructed on the 2.50 acre site. If the sitleveloped under the current lot configuratiorofithe lots
can have duplex on them since they were plattearbgf984, for a total of 38 units.

WEST NASHVILLECOMMUNITY PLAN

Industrial and Distribution (IND) IND policy is tanded for existing and future areas of industral
distribution development. Most types of industdal distribution uses are found in this policyegairy
including: storage, business centers, wholesaltererand manufacturing. Certain support uses asich
sales, service, and office facilities will alsofresent in IND areas. On sites for which thengois
endorsed campus or master plan, an Urban DesiBfaoned Unit Development overlay district or site
plan should accompany proposals in this policy.area

Consistent with Policy?Although the R6 zoning district is not supportedtiy IND land use policy, the
one and two family residential uses permitted leyrbquested R6 zoning are consistent with the solid
residential fabric of the surrounding neighborhodthe area both west and south of this site is guiign
single-family with some two-family development désped throughout. It is zoned R6, with a land use
policy of RM.

The lots requested for rezoning to residential watene time, zoned, subdivided, and used fodegesial
purposes. In 1979 the Metro Council changed timéngoof lots on this block of Michigan Ave. from
residential to industrial, contrary to the Plann@®gmmission’s recommendation to disapprove. Algiou
the site was never actually developed for indughti@poses, the industrial zoning remains to tlaig.d

The West Nashville Community Plan was adopted 8syago. At that time, the policy line between
industrial land uses and residential land usesdetsrmined by the existing zoning line, not by amgr-
arching planning principles, nor by any naturalm@n-made boundaries that would differentiate areas
appropriate for industrial uses from areas appabpfior residential uses. The policy line refldcte
perceptions about the market in 1979. Market dam have changed significantly, however, sinesé¢h
properties were zoned industrial, and the are&pergencing a surge in new construction and reltatidn
of residential properties.

Because this block has a unique zoning historybewduse there is no rationale to support the pbtiey
in its current location, staff is recommending aad of this request to restore residential zornghese
residential lots.

RECENT REZONINGS - None
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PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION - No Exception Taken

Maximum Uses inProposedZoning District R6

Land Use Acres | Densit chg:"n Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) y Units 9 (weekday) Hour Hour
Single-Family

Detached(210) 2.32 | 6.18 14 134 11 15
Maximum Uses inExisting Zoning District IR

Land Use Acres FAR Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) Floor Area | (weekday) Hour Hour
General Light

Industrial (110) 2.32 0.6 60,635 423 56 60

Change in Traffic BetweenMaximum Usesin Existing and Proposed Zoning District

Land Use Acres _ Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) (weekday) Hour Hour
- -289 -45 -45

METRO SCHOOL BOARD REPORT
Projected student generation _Flementary 2Middle 2 High

Schools Over/Under Capacity - Students would at@ockrill Elementary School, Bass Middle School,
and Pearl-Cohn High School. All three schools demfified as having capacity for new students ley th
Metro School Board. The projections show threetamtil students would be generated at the elementar
school level, and two additional students eachantiddle and high school level by this zone change
request.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION Staff recommends approval of the request to re2d6@ acres from IR
to R6. The one and two family residential distiichot consistent with the current Industrial and
Distribution land use policy, but it is consistevith the surrounding residential development pattéhe
current lot configurations could not support anusitial form of development, but are conducive to a
residential uses given that the lots average rqugfl00 square feet.

Approved, 0-0) Consent Agenda
Resolution No. BL2008-30

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsien that 2008Z-018U-07 BPPROVED.
(10-0)

While the proposed R6 zoning district is not consient with the West Nashville Community Plan’s
Industrial and Distribution policy, the one and two family residential uses permitted by the requested
R6 zoning are consistent with the established resdtial fabric of the surrounding neighborhood.”
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11. 20087-019U-08
Map 092-03, Parcel 055
Subarea 8 (2002)
Council District 19 - Erica S. Gilmore

A request to change from RM20 to CL zoning propéstated at 2110 Meharry Boulevard, approximately
255 feet west of 21st Avenue North (0.2 acresjested by Glenn and Chandra Jamison, owners.

Staff Recommendation: Disapprove CL. Staff would ecommend an SP for a coffee shop or other
small scale retail in the existing building and reemmends that Council refer the application back to
the Planning Commission as an SP prior to third reding.

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request to change approximately 0.2 acres locat@d 10 Meharry
Boulevard, approximately 255 feet west of'2ive. North from Residential Multi-Family Resideati
(RM20) to Commercial Limited (CL) zoning.

Existing Zoning
RM20 District - RM20is intended for single-family, duplex, and mubirfily dwellings at a density of 20
dwelling units per acre.

Proposed Zoning
CL District -Commercial Limiteds intended for retail, consumer service, finaheestaurant, and office
uses.

NORTH NASHVILLE COMMUNITY PLAN POLICY

Structure Policy

Major Institutional (MI)_Mlis intended to apply to existing areas with majetitutional activities that are

to be conserved, and to planned major institutian@as, including expansions of existing areasnamd
locations. Examples of appropriate uses includleg@es and universities, major health care faeditnd
other large scale community services that do nee@osafety threat to the surrounding neighborhdarl.
sites for which there is no endorsed campus orenatan, an Urban Design or Planned Unit Develogmen
overlay district or site plan should accompany psgbs in this policy area.

Detailed Policy
Institutional (INS) _INSs intended for major institutions such as colkegeiversities, and hospital
complexes.

Consistent with Policy? No. While the proposed CL zoning district woultbel for uses that would be
consistent with the area’s policy, it would alstmal for uses that are not consistent with the potiech as
a funeral home or automobile service. To ensuaedhy proposed change in use is consistent wéth th
policy, an enforceable site plan such as an Urbesigh Overlay or, Planned Unit Development Ovettay
accompany zone change request, or a Specific Blangdistrict is required. The applicants have
informed staff that they plan to open a coffee simajne existing building. The applicants’ propdsese
would be consistent with the policy, as it will pie a supporting service to Fisk University andhsley
Medical Center, but if the property changes ownerahd converts to another use, it may not be stesi
with the policy.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION

Typical Uses inExisting Zoning District RM20

Land Use Acres Density Total Daily Trips AM Peak | PM Peak
(ITE Code) Units (weekday) Hour Hour
Residential

Condo/Townhome| 0.2 20 4 33 3 4

(230)
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Typical Uses inProposedZoning District CL

Land Use Acres FAR Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) Square Feet | (weekday) Hour Hour
Specialty

Retail Center | 0.2 0.13 1,132 87 9 25
(814)

Maximum Uses inProposedZoning District CL

Land Use Acres FAR Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) Square Feet | (weekday) Hour Hour
Specialty

retail center | 0.2 0.6 5,227 262 12 35
(814)

Change in Traffic BetweenTypical Usesin Existing and Proposed Zoning District

Land Use Acres . Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) (weekday) Hour Hour

- +4,095 +54 +6 +21

STAFF RECOMMENDATION  Staff recommends disapproval of CL but would reswnd approval
of a SP zoning district that would allow for a @#fshop and other small retail uses in the existing
building. Staff will work with the applicants onSP plan, and the applicants have expressed ihteBesff
recommends that Council refer the application ladke Planning Commission as an SP prior to third
reading.

Mr. Swaggart presented and stated that staff mmewending disapproval, however, would recommend
approval of SP zoning.

Ms. Jeanette Pullen, 2215 Morena Street, spokpposition of the proposed zone change.

Ms. Vivian Holiday, 2329 Meharry Blvd., spoke inpasition of the proposed zone change.
Ms. Carolyn Harris, 2306 Alameda Street, spokeppasition of the proposed zone change.
Mr. Dalton requested clarification on the useshef 8P zoning for this area.

Mr. Swaggart explained SP zoning and its uses.

Mr. Ponder questioned whether the applicant woalteho re-apply if they pursued an SP zoning fiw th
parcel.

Mr. Bernhardt explained that the Councilmember dallange it and re-refer it back to the Commission
thus making it a council amendment.

Ms. Cummings requested clarification on the lanesusurrounding the parcel in question.

Mr. Swaggart explained these land uses to the Cesgiani.

Ms. Cummings requested clarification on the issugaoking that was mentioned by the constituent.
Mr. Swaggart explained the parking included inthguested zone change.

Mr. Bernhardt offered that the Commission shoully émcus on the issue of the requested CL zonimg fo
this property.

Mr. Gotto suggested disapproving the request agdesied that it be re-referred back to the Comonissi
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prior to its third reading at Council.

Mr. Ponder moved and Ms. Cummings seconded theomatihich passed unanimously, to disapprove
Zone Change 2008Z-019U-08. However, an SP foiffeeshop or other small scale retail in the ergpti
building may be recommended with an appropriatégdes Council refers the application back to the
Planning Commission as an SP prior to third readib@+0)

Resolution No. BL2008-31

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsizn that 2008Z-019U-08 BISAPPROVED
CL. An SP for a coffee shop or other small scale t&il in the existing building may be recommended
for approval with an appropriate design if Council refers the application back to the Planning
Commission as an SP prior to third reading. (10-0)

While the proposed CL zoning district would allow br uses that are consistent with the North
Nashville Community plans Major Institutional policy, the policy requires that any zone change be
for SP or be accompanied by a UDO or PUD to ensutlat future development meets the intent of
the policy.”

12. 2008Z-020U-14
Map 108-01, Parcel 001
Subarea 14 (2004)
Council District 15 - Phil Claiborne

A request to change from R10 to CS zoning prodedstted at 2712 Shacklett Drive, approximately
1,030 feet west of Donelson Pike (0.44 acres),estga by Barge Cauthen and Associates, applicant, f
Executive Travel & Parking LLC, owner.

Staff Recommendation: Approve

APPLICANT REQUES - A request to change approximately 0.44 acres Idcatt@712 Shacklett Drive,
approximately 1,030 feet west of Donelson Pike fivesidential Single-Family and Two-Family (R10) to
Commercial Services (CS) zoning.

Existing Zoning
R10 District - R10requires a minimum 10,000 square foot lot andtisrided for single -family dwellings
and duplexes at an overall density of 4.63 dwellings per acre including 25% duplex lots.

Proposed Zoning
CS District - Commercial Servide intended for retail, consumer service, finaheestaurant, office, self-
storage, light manufacturing and small warehougs.us

DONELSON/HERMITAGE/OLD-HICKORY COMMUNITY PLAN POLIC Y

Commercial Mixed Concentration (CMC) CMC policyimsended to include Medium High to High
density residential, all types of retail trade @picregional shopping malls), highway-oriented caruoial
services, offices, and research activities andrathpropriate uses with these locational charasttesi
Consistent with Policy? Yes. The proposed CS zoning district is consistétit the area’s CMC policy.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION
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Typical Uses inExisting Zoning District R10

Land Use Acres Densit Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) Y Lots (weekday) Hour Hour
Single-Family

Detached(210) 0.44 3.7 1 10 1 2
Typical Uses inProposedZoning District CS

Land Use Acres FAR Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) Square Feet | (weekday) Hour Hour
General

Office 0.44 0.198 3,795 108 14 14
(710)

Maximum Uses inProposedZoning District CS

Land Use Acres FAR Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) Square Feet | (weekday) Hour Hour
Specialty

retail center | 0.44 0.6 11,500 530 17 50
(814)

Change in Traffic BetweenTypical Usesin Existing and Proposed Zoning District

Land Use Acres _ Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) (weekday) Hour Hour

- +7,705 98 +13 +12

STAFF RECOMMENDATION - Staff recommends that the request be approvedtljsasdnsistent with
the area’s CMC policy.

Approved, 0-0) Consent Agenda
Resolution No. BL2008-32

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsien that 2008Z-020U-14 BPPROVED.
(20-0)

The proposed CS district is consistent with the Dalson/Hermitage/Old Hickory Community Plan’s
Commercial Mixed Concentration policy, which is inended to include medium high to high density
residential, all types of retail, commercial and dice uses.”

13. 20087-023T
LED Signs

A request to amend Section 17.32.050 to allow dligihd LED signs in certain areas, requested by
Councilmember-at-Large Charlie Tygard.
Staff Recommendation: Disapprove

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request to amend the Metro Zoning Code, SectbB82.050.G and H to
allow digital and LED (i.e. electronic) signs inrt@@n areas of Davidson County.

ANALYSIS

Existing Law- Section 17.32.050.G and H of the Zoning Code regudgns with graphics, messages, and
motion. The two sections contain provisions thgdesar contradictory and are difficult for the Codes
Department to enforce. Currently, scrolling, flegh and changeable copy signs are generally pitedib

in all zoning districts except CS and CL, with axeeption. Time/date/temperature signs are perditt
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all non-residential zoning districts provided threynain fixed, static, motionless, and non-flasHimga
period of two seconds or more.

Proposed Bill -The proposed bill would provide that electronicnsigire permitted in all zoning districts,
including residentially zoned properties locataeshal a collector or arterial street, as shown orattepted
Major Street Plan. The bill adds provisions tosdtion G to require the display of an electroigo $o
remain static for eight seconds and requires aitian between displays of less than two secoride bill
would also add a prohibition for digital billboarttat are less than 2,000 feet apart from one anoth
Because of the conflicting language in subsect®rsd H of the current Code, it is unclear whether
digital billboards currently are permitted. Undleis ordinance, they would be permitted so lonthay
comply with the amended provisions of subsection G.

Current subsection H is deleted from the Code apthced with a new section that would: 1) clarifstt
video and other animated signs are prohibitedlidistricts except for the CA zoning district; akd
permit LED message boards on collector and artetii@éts in all residential zone districts.

The term “electronic sign” embraces a couple déifétechnologies seen in Metro that have been tigcen
installed, including digital signs and LED sigri3igital signs have color and animation with a T'¢tpie
quality such as the one on West End Avenue &t8@nue, North, or the Nova Copy sign along 1-40 in
downtown Nashville. Unlike digital signs, LED siyare not multi-color. LED signs have red or amber
colored lights and lettering on message boards asithose at a drugstore or businesses which displa
date, time, and temperature.

Proposed TextThis council bill proposes to amend Section 17.82.G and H. of the Zoning Code
(Prohibited Signs) as follows:

G. Signs with any copy, graphics,_or digi#plays that change messaggslectronic or mechanical
means, when where the copy, graphics, or didisglay does not remain fixed, statigotionless, and
nonflashing for a period of two (2) seconds or mgight (§ seconds, provided that this provision shall not
be applicable to any sign located within the CArdiswith a change time of less than two (2) setn
Digital display billboards less than two thousaB@dQ0) feet apart are also prohibited.

H. billboards in permitted districts, or signsdted in ON, OL, OG, OR20, OR40, ORI, MUN, MUL,
MUG, SCN, SCC, CN and CL districts with lights Bminations that flash, move, rotate, scintillabénk,
flicker or vary in intensity or color except fonte/temperature/date signs. This provision shadl apply
to all signs located within one hundred feet ofgenty classified within a residential district.

H.1. Video, continuous scrolling messages, and atiim signs, except in the commercial attractioA)(C
district.

2. LED message boards in residential zone disteiotept on collector or arterial streets.

AnalysisIn the past few years, there have beeretbouncil bills to permit electronic signs; twddd to
receive Council support and one was adopted (&be balow). All three bills were recommended for
disapproval by the Metro Planning Commission. Wltilis latest bill does create more restrictiveldip
periods for electronic signs, it includes the farensweeping change of allowing LED signs for asg u
located in a residential zone district.
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SIGN BILLS

Council
Bill # Sponsor Action MPC Action Description

BL2005-648 [Dozier Failed 3rd Disapproved Permit signs w ith graphics or electronic displays oriented

Reading 12/8/2005 to a four-lane or controlled access highw ay maintained

1/17/06 by the State of Tennessee and located w ithin the urban

services district (USD), with a speed limit of forty miles

per hour (40 m.p.h.) or less.

BL2006-974 |Dozier, Withdraw n |Disapproved Permit signs w ith graphics or electronic displays oriented
Wallace 7/18/06 2/23/06 to a four-lane or controlled access highw ay maintained
by the State of Tennessee and located w ithin the urban
services district (USD), with a speed limit of forty miles
per hour (40 m.p.h.) or less.

BL2007-1366 |Brow n Approved Disapproved To allow signs w ith lights or illuminations that flash,
2/22/07 move, rotate, scintillate, blink, flicker or vary in intensity
or color w ithin the CL zoning district. Notw ithstanding
the foregoing provisions, signs w ith lights or illuminations
that display non-scrolling and non-flashing electronic text
shall be permitted w ithin the CL district, provided the text
remains static for at least three seconds and the sign is
not located w ithin four hundred feet of any residential
property w ith frontage on the same street

As written, the current bill would permit amgsidential or non-residential uses in residerziigle districts
to have a LED sign, if the property was along daraal or collector street. Hence, any residential
homeowner or apartment complex could place a LED &i their front yard, displaying any kind of
message they so desired. The “whereas” statenmetitis bill indicate the intent was for “non-resittial
uses” like non-profits, schools, and religious itusibns to have LED signs, but not every residanti
homeowner. As written, the bill is not restrictechon-residential uses. If the Metro Council dHou
decide to permit LED signs in residential zonerdits, staff recommends that the ordinance shoeald b
amended to limit the use of such signs to those tiee are permitted as Special Exceptions in easial
zone districts, such as churches, schools, and ptreprofits.

The Zoning Administrator has indicated that the €oBepartment considers digital billboards to legdl
under the current Metro Code sign provisions begansapplication, most such signs violate the
provisions of subsection H in the current law, vihpzohibits signs with “lights or illuminations thitash,
move, rotate, scintillate, blink, flicker or vany intensity or color.” This bill proposes to petrdigital
signs and digital billboards like those recentlgated along I-65 near 100 Oaks Mall, I-24 westbaand
Hermitage, and elsewhere in Metro. According ®Zloning Administrator, all of these digital sigarsd
billboards are on private property, except Metgvention center sign which is on public property.
Those signs erected with a valid Metro permit waggproved with the explicit statement that suchsign
were not to be digital. The proposed bill wouldrifly that digital billboards are allowed so lorgjthe
display message remains static or fixed for 8 ses@m more, the transition time between messagesis
seconds or more, and digital billboards are spaceihimum of 2,000 feet apart.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION  Staff recommends disapproval of the bill as drafiedause LED signs
would be permitted for all uses located in residgmione districts. At a minimum, the ordinancewdd be
amended to limit the use of LED signs to those tisasare permitted as Special Exceptions in resiale
zone districts, such as churches, schools, and ptreprofits. In addition, the ordinance shouéd b
amended to clarify that the provisions of 17.32.0kih respect to billboards shall continue to apply
digital billboards.

Staff notes that the proposed ordinance does ircdodhe provisions that would improve the Code by

adding new limitations on the display of electrosiigns that are not currently in the current Cotlee

restrictions proposed, however, are minimal anfl dtees not believe they will result in a signifita

reduction in the proliferation of electronic sighsit have begun to clutter Nashville’s roadsidesaff

recommends that further study involving all stakdbos should be performed to develop a comprehensiv
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ordinance to address electronic signs in lightesftechnology that has permitted the number of sigis
to increase markedly throughout Nashville.

Resolution No. BL2008-33

l;|-I:ED—‘AP—P—F%9\:LED—\L\/-FFH—A—l\.4-EN—DM—EPFI'—G]:O——Q)i Amended at 3/13/08 meeting. Commission will re-
consider bill on 3/27/08.

14. 20082-024T
Vehicular Sales & Leasing in SCR District

A request to amend Sections 17.08.030 and 17.1603ahe Metro Zoning Code to allow vehicular
rental/leasing as a use permitted with conditionthée SCR district, requested by Councilmember é&ark
Toler.

Staff Recommendation: Approve

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request to amend the Metro Zoning Code, Sectibg.030 (District Land
Use Table) to permit with conditions countywidelie shopping center regional (SCR) zoning disthet
rental or leasing of automobiles, motorcycles,@ational vehicles, boats, recreational equipmet light
trucks and vans, including incidental parking aaed/iging of vehicles for rent or lease (e.g. cantaé
agencies).

ANALYSIS
Existing Law Section 17.08.030 of the Zoning Code allows velgicutntal/leasing within a Specific Plan
(SP) district, as provided in council bill BL2006®(20062-029T) and within all of the industriastticts.

“Vehicular rental/leasing” permits the renting easing of automobiles, motorcycles, recreationhloles,
boats, recreational equipment, light trucks andsyamoving vans, and moving trucks, including incigé
parking and servicing of such vehicles. No “Autdoi® Repair” or “Scrap Operation” activities are
permitted, and no inoperable vehicles can be stonesite.

Proposed Bill The proposed bill would permit, with conditionsnited vehicular rental/leasing in the
Shopping Center Regional (SCR) district or an agldi8P district. The bill does not alter the use’s
existing “permitted by right” status in the induatrdistricts.

Analysis The SCR district is described in Section 17.08.6he Zoning Code as a district intended for
very large, regional shopping and activity censersh as Bellevue Mall, Green Hills Mall, Rivergdall,
Hickory Hollow Mall, Nashville West, Hill Center &reen Hills, and the Bellevue West Shopping Center
It also is a zoning district applied to large-scsth@pping centers at major intersections such dasnsaille
Pike/Old Hickory, 1-65/0ld Hickory, and NolensvilRike/Harding Place.

Within Metro, there are 399 parcels zoned SCR empemsing 1,362 acres of land; 61% of these parcels a
located in 36 planned unit developments (PUD). t8bke below.

SCR Zoning

Parcels 399

Acres 1,362

SCR & within PUD overlay |61% (36 PUDs)
UsD approx. 60%
GSD approx. 40%
Council Districts 13 districts

4 (Craddock), 10 (Ryman), 11 (Gotto), 14 (Stanley), 20
(Baker), 22 (Crafton), 25 (McGuire), 26 (Adkins), 27 (Foster),
31 (Toler), 32 (Coleman), 33 (Duvall), 35 (Mitchell)
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For those properties located in a PUD, the ZoniadeCstipulates that the base zoning or the lash€bu
adopted PUD plan would determine whether a vehicelatal/leasing use is allowed. If the PUD plan
does not specifically indicate such a use is allhvee the base zoning does not permit the vehicular
rental/leasing use, then a rezoning and PUD amemntdwmild be required. If the Council-approved plan
did not include the vehicular rental/leasing use @re base zoning does permit the use, then tmaiRta
Commission would determine if the use “. . . akkethe basic development concept of the PUD.”df th
Commission determines that the proposed plan dherdevelopment concept, then the change is esferr
back to the Metro Council. If the Commission detieres that it does not alter the basic development
concept, then vehicular rental/leasing likely wobtdpermitted as a revision to the PUD.

Given the nature of these regional activity andpglitog centers, locating an auto rental or leasorggany
would be convenient for area residents. Sinceubésincorporates such a wide variety of vehiches pill
limits the types of vehicles available for rentaleasing as set forth below.

Amend Section 17.16.070.P (Uses Permitted w/ Cmmdit Commercial Uses)

Vehicular Rental/Leasing. This use shall be alloiretthe SCR district or as provided in an adopted
Specific Plan district by the Metro Council. In tBE€R district, the use shall be limited to rentamgl/or
leasing passenger automobiles, sport utility velsicbick-up trucks (3/4 ton or less), and smaljearans
(gross vehicle weight rating of not more than 8,p00nds), including incidental parking and serwjcof
these vehicles for rental or lease. No motorcyeereational vehicles, boats, recreational equipmen
moving vans or moving trucks shall be rented oséelafrom the property. In addition, no “Automobile
Repair” or “Scrap Operation” activities may occursite and no inoperable vehicles shall be storethe

property.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION  Staff recommends approval of this text amendment.

Approved, {0-0) Consent Agenda
Resolution No. BL2008-34

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comien that 2008Z-024T iSBPPROVED. (10-
O)H

X. PUBLIC HEARING: SPECIFIC PLANS

15. 2008SP-002U-13
Starwood Commons
Map 164-00, Parcel 041
Subarea 13 (2003)
Council District 32 - Sam Coleman

A request to change from AR2a to SP-MU zoning priydecated at 3839 Murfreesboro Pike,
approximately 230 feet north of Old Hickory Bouledd65.1 acres), to permit the development of mult
family residential uses on up to 28 acres at dig$i9 dwelling units for a maximum of 250 dwellin
units and the development of commercial uses ofst®llsquare feet on up to 37.1 acres of land laioa f
area ratio of up to .40, requested by R. Chris M&ginsulting, LLC, applicant, for Vastland Starwbo
Development LLC, owner.

Staff Recommendation: Disapprove

Ms. Wood presented and stated that staff is recording disapproval of the applicant’s request, and t
approve staff's recommended plan amendment.

Ms. Kahnle presented information supporting thé’steecommendation.

Ms. Nedra Jones presented and stated that stafféemending disapproval of the zone change.

Councilmember Coleman requested that the Commissanthese items separately.
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Mr. Clifton requested clarification on how the Coission should proceed with these items.

Ms. LeQuire and Ms. Nielson expressed an issue lgtring each item separately due to the
interconnecting nature of each proposal.

Mr. McLean announced that the Commission would ftean #1, 2007CP-021G-13 with the possibility of
voting on it, prior to hearing Item #15, 2008SP-063.

2007CP-021G-13 Public Hearing
Mr. Steve Abernathy, 5929 Pettus Road, spoke imsifipn of the proposed community plan by staff.

Ms. Donna Crawford of Maxwell Lane spoke in favétiee proposed community plan by staff.

Dimples of Murfreesboro Road spoke in oppositiothef proposed community plan by staff.

Mr. Morris Thomas, 100 Peabody Place, spoke in sipipa of the proposed community plan by staff.
Mr. Robert Rutherford spoke in opposition of thegmsed community plan by staff.

Mr. Chris Magill, 5238 Granny White Pike, spokeojpposition of the proposed community plan by staff.
Councilmember Coleman explained his issue withctiamunity plan amendment. He stated that the
property owners surrounding the development weesvane that the amendment would affect their
properties as well. He asked that the Commisisika this into consideration while deliberatingithe

decision.

Ms. Nielson questioned whether the zone changkcagipn would warrant the Commission to take attio
on the plan amendment, prior to the public heaoimghe requested zone change.

Mr. Bernhardt offered that the zone change apptinads submitted is not consistent with the current
policy for the area.

Mr. Bernhardt also clarified that the recommendketh mmendments are mainly associated with the
Starwood property; and included very few changesthier parcels located in that area.

Mr. Clifton requested further clarification on te&ff’'s recommendation with respect to the applisan
request.

Ms. Wood further explained the staff's recommeratatn relation to the request of the applicant.

Mr. Clifton then questioned whether the plan ameswimvould promote a more urban environment as
opposed to a suburban environment.

Mr. Bernhardt further explained the suggested plmendment to the Commission. He spoke of the
community’s desire to eliminate strip mall type dpments in the Antioch area, and their requestafs

to plan for more conventional suburban/urban typestbpments. He explained the various uses reggest
versus the various uses that are existing in tieig.a

Ms. Cummings questioned whether the area’s infraiire could accommodate the requested
development.

Ms. Wood explained that the planned amendmentsnglto infrastructure would not change due to the
fact that the land use amendments and what isralyri@danned for this area are similar in density.

Mr. Tyler clarified that the land uses between G@ &MC were similar in the concentration of lané,us
but different in the nature of community character.
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Mr. Gotto requested clarification between the ufeSMC and CC policies.

Ms. Wood explained these policies to the Commission

Mr. Gotto stated he had an issue with planningrarnercial development for a neighborhood that is not
yet considered walkable, and would only accommodamall residential area. He asked that staffiéur

clarify the intentions of the plan amendment.

Ms. LeQuire expressed an issue with mentioned ‘@eg widening of Murfreesboro Road” while
planning for more pedestrian type developments.

Mr. Dalton stated he was in favor of the staff'saemendation.

Ms. Jones spoke of the efforts put into the arebtha desire to integrate as much as the commasity
possible.

Mr. Ponder requested clarification on the timelixi¢ghe applicant’s request in relation to the plan
amendment.

Ms. Wood explained the timeline to the Commission.

Mr. Ponder moved and Mr. Dalton seconded the mdbapprove the staff's recommendation to
disapprove the applicant’s request and to approeetaff’'s recommended plan amendment.

Councilmember Coleman requested that the Commisgitththeir vote on the plan amendment until the
Public Hearing for Item #15, 2008SP-002U-13 wasl hel

Mr. Bernhardt explained that the Commission maydrieevote on the policy issue in order to evaluhte
zone change request associated with the policy.

A discussion ensued among the Commissioners regatieir action on this request.
Mr. Ponder withdrew his motion.
Mr. McLean stated that the Commission would hokl plablic hearing for Item #15.

2008SP-002U-13 Public Hearing

Mr. Mack McClung, 1720 West End Avenue, spoke ipagition to staff's recommendation.

Mr. Chris Magill, 5238 Granny White Pike, spokeojpposition to the staff recommendation.

Mr. Ken Renner, 905 Kingfisher Point, spoke in agifion to the staff recommendation.

Mr. Steve Abernathy, 5929 Pettus Road, spoke imsifipn to the staff recommendation.

Mr. Engles Pope, 1050 Rural Hill, spoke in oppositio the staff recommendation.

Dimples spoke in opposition to the staff recomméonda

Mr. Morris Thomas, 100 Peabody Place, spoke in sipipa to the staff recommendation.

Ms. Donna Crawford spoke in favor of the staff’ sammmendation.

Councilmember Coleman summarized the issues reggatidis development. He suggested that the
Commission close the public hearing and defer th#en He stated that a deferral would allow addél

time for the developers to continue working withafsin order to produce a development that woulddve
accommodate the policies for the area.
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Mr. Clifton moved to close the public hearing and.Mones seconded the moti¢8:2) No Votes —
Ponder, Gotto

Mr. Ponder stated that the public hearing shoulttfi@pen in order to allow additional discuss@mthis
proposal.

There was a brief discussion between Commissianermhether the public hearing should be left open o
closed.

Mr. Bernhardt explained that a bill was filed whiebuld require the Commission’s recommendation.
However, Councilmember Coleman stated he wouldrdeéebill at the Council level which would allow
the Commission to defer this bill without any repessions.

Mr. Clifton stated he would like to withdraw his tiam.

Mr. Morrissey stated that the Commission had alyeaded and passed the issue to close the public
hearing. He further clarified that the public hiegrcould be re-opened at the next meeting the asto
be heard.

Additional discussion regarding the number of diug would be needed to re-notice this issue tdagep
Mr. Bernhardt explained that the next public hegfivas at least two months out so this item could be
placed on the April 24, 2008 meeting.

Mr. Clifton moved and Mr. Ponder seconded the nmtighich passed unanimously, to defer Community
Plan 2007CP-021G-13, and Zone Change 2008SP-0020-A@ril 24, 2008, and to re-advertise the
public hearing only if the site plan is amend€t0-0)

Resolution No. BL2008-35

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2008SP-002U-13¥EFERRED
TO APRIL 24, 2008, PLANNING COMMISSION MEETEING, re -advertise Public Hearing if the
porposed SP site plan is amended. (10-0)”

16. 2008SP-007U-10
Ransom School
Map 104-10, Parcel 047
Subarea 10 (2005)
Council District 25 - Sean Mcguire

A request to rezone from RS7.5 to SP district prigdecated at 3501 Byron Avenue and abutting Renso
Avenue and Richardson Avenue (1.99 acres), andnitite EImington Place Neighborhood Conservation
Overlay and 1-440 Impact Overlay, to permit theansion of the former Ransom Elementary School
building and site into a residential developmertttoaexceed 11 dwelling units total, requestedHey t
Metro Planning Department, on behalf of Councilmenm®ean McGuire.

Staff Recommendation: Approve with conditions

APPLICANT REQUEST - Preliminary SP

A request to rezone from Single-Family Resider{iRs7.5) to Specific Plan-Residential (SP-R) distric
property located at 3501 Byron Avenue and abut®agsom Avenue and Richardson Avenue (1.99 acres),
and within the EImington Place Neighborhood Conaton Overlay and 1-440 Impact Overlay, to permit
the conversion of the former Ransom Elementary Sidhailding and site into a residential development
not to exceed 11 dwelling units total.

The Council Bill was filed for this request whikewas still under review. Since the filing, the
Councilmember has met with the community and hgeested that the Council Bill be revised to reduce
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the maximum number of units permitted on this Biten 18 to 11. Although the currently filed ordiree
states that 18 units would be permitted, a sultetdtdinance has been prepared, and can be fiedtpr
the Council’s vote on third reading, that limite ttotal number of units to 11.

Existing Zoning
RS7.5- RS7.5requires a minimum 7,500 square foot lot andtierided for single-family dwellings at a
density of 4.94 dwelling units per acre.

Proposed Zoning

SP-R District - Specific Plan-Residenti&@ a zoning District category that provides foditidnal
flexibility of design, including the relationshig streets to buildings, to provide the ability toglement
the specific details of the General Plan. Thisc8jpePlan includes multi-family units within theisting
building or single-family units.

GREEN HILLS/MIDTOWN COMMUNITY PLAN

Residential Medium Density (RM3M policy is intended to accommodate residentiaiettgpment within

a density range of four to nine dwelling units pere. A variety of housing types are appropridtke

most common types include compact, single-famibadeed units, town-homes, and walk-up apartments.

Consistent with Policy? Yes. The proposed maximum of 11 units and raffidgmusing types proposed
fit within the density range and type of housintgitded by the RM policy. The proposed density. 785
units per acre and the RM policy could supportaip& units on this site or 9 units per acre.

PURPOSE OF THE SP-R - The Ransom School buildimgently known as the Randall Learning Center,
is being offered for sale by the Real Property Bes/Division (RPS) of the Metro Finance Department
There are tight time constraints on this reque®RS intends to close the current auction to kell t
property on March 18, 2008. This means that théi$kust be on the March 4, 2008, Council Public
Hearing agenda, and on the Planning Commissiobsukey 28, 2008, agenda in order for potential bsiye
to understand the type of development that wilpbamitted on this property.

The intent to rezone this property to SP is to ypgblan to the property that will serve two purggs
First, the plan is intended to provide potentiaydrs with some certainty as to what type of develenpt is
possible on the property. The land was previooffigred for sale by RPS but there were no bidders.

The second purpose of the proposed SP is to prawéeeighborhood with a similar level of certainty
Through the SP zoning, they and the Councilmemliéestablish a range of uses and development forms
that will allow re-use of the property and prottet interests of the neighboring property owners.

SITE HISTORY The building, named for John B. Ransom, a promihaghville businessman, is now
vacant. Ransom School served grades kindergdmtengh four until it closed in 1974. In recentga
the building was renamed the Randall Learning Geamd used for professional development of Metro
schoolteachers.

In 2002, the Metropolitan Historical Commissioneatetined the school was eligible for the National
Register of Historic Places, a registry of cultuesources worthy of preservation maintained by the
National Park Service. It is also identified asistorical resource in the Green Hills-Midtown Comommity
Plan adopted by the Metro Planning Commission on28, 2005.

The property is located within the EImington Plmighborhood Conservation Overlay district which
governs modifications to the existing structure additions to the property. It is also within k440
Impact Overlay District (Impact Area 1) which seswte support the existing neighborhood by limiting
development to the maximum development density apg by the long-term land use plan. In addition,
there are NES distribution lines on the easterre eddghe property within a substantial easement. A
portion of the building is within the easement.isTjportion of the building can be rehabilitated{ bay

new development must remain outside of the easement

The proposed SP zoning district will enable thepprty to be redeveloped consistent with the
Conservation Overlay, the 1-440 Impact Overlay Bistand the Community Plan. Through the final SP
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site plan review and approval process, the unitpaeacteristics of the Ransom School property can be
sensitively addressed through the location, integraand arrangement of buildings and parking.

PLAN DETAILS

Existing Building As noted above, the building is eligible for thetiNaal Register of Historic Places. It
is up to the Metro Historic Zoning Commission t@egve demolition of any portion of the existing
building deemed non-historic or to determine iftfmrs that are deemed historic are in such poodition
that rehabilitation or re-use is not possible. Higtoric Commission staff has indicated that thefgrence
is to preserve the historical portions of this dimgy. The building is 27,000 square feet in sizé was
built in four phases. The original phase was coiegtd in 1918 as part of the Davidson County Skhoo
and became a city school in 1929 and was added ion1925, 1932, 1951 and 1955.

Site PlanThe Community, the Councilmember, and staff from thistoric Zoning Commission have held

a number of meetings to discuss the potential aktss site. Three scenarios have been agreed to.

1. The existing building can be rehabilitated to acowdate 11 units.

2. Regardless of whether any portion of the schodeimolished, a maximum of 11 units can be
built on the site, including any units accommodatéthin a rehabilitated building. Any new
construction must meet the requirements of the R8adnhing district, the EImington Place
Conservation Overlay District, and the Metro Susion Regulations.

3. If the purchaser can demonstrate an economic hiardsld the entire building is demolished, then
a maximum of 11 single-family homes can built angstrmeet the requirements of the RS7.5
zoning district, the Elmington Place Conservatiorefay District, and the Metro Subdivision
Regulations.

Bulk Standards The bulk standards of the RS7.5 zoning distriet@oposed to guide development on
this site. The side setback would be five feet thiedrear setback 20 feet with a maximum heighhde
stories. New construction would not be permittaghiy the NES easement.

Requirements of the Final Site Planin conjunction with the submittal of the finalesplan, the applicant
will need to demonstrate, through drawings andtemitext, how the proposed plan maximizes
preservation of the building’s historic featurée final site plan will need to include all exisgiand
proposed building elevations. These elevationsadintew construction will need to comply with the
Elmington Place Neighborhood Conservation Overlafridt guidelines. The Metro Historic Zoning
Commission will advise the Metro Planning Departtreamthe proposed final site plan’s consistencywit
the overlay district guidelines. As the potentiglout of new construction will depend on how muétthe
existing building will remain, the final site plavill also need to detail access and parking requargs.
STORMWATER RECOMMENDATIONS The Final Site Plan shall be required to have waitetity
measures and may be required to provide deterdilities.

WATER SERVICES RECOMMENDATION A water and sewer capacity letter will be requineth the
Final Site Plan. There is a public sewer linetmnpgroperty that may need to be abandoned depeading
the redevelopment of the site.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION With the submittal of a final site plan, the plaill be
reviewed to insure that adequate access is avaifabparking and service vehicles. The develgper'
construction drawing shall comply with the desiggulations established by the Department of Public
Works prior to any final approvals and permit isst&

NES RECOMMENDATION - No new construction shall be permitted within thHES\Neasement.

METRO SCHOOL BOARD REPORT
Projected student generation  _(Elementary QMiddle 0 High

Schools Over/Under Capacity Students would attend Eakin Elementary Scho@sV¥End Middle
School, and Hillsboro High School. While Hillsbarigh School has been identified as overcrowded, no
students will be generated by this developmenis iftiormation is based upon data from the schoakt
last updated April 2007.
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION The proposed SP is consistent with the RM landpadiey and the
Elmington Place Neighborhood Conservation Overiatridt. In addition, it will provide certainty fo
both potential buyers and the community on whag typdevelopment will be permitted on this sit¢afs
recommends approval with conditions

CONDITIONS

1. In conjunction with the submittal of the final sjpian, the applicant shall demonstrate through
drawings and written text how the proposed planimipes preservation of the building’s historic
features.

2. The final site plan may show modifications to tlkéstng school structure and additional

buildings on the property, including new constroticonsistent with the EImington Place
Neighborhood Conservation Overlay district guidetimnd the attached plan.

3. The final site plan shall include all existing gmmposed building elevations, and such elevations
shall comply with the EImington Place Neighborhd@ahservation Overlay district guidelines.

4. The Metro Historic Zoning Commission shall advise Metro Planning Department, prior to the
scheduled Metro Planning Commission meeting, élseigroposed final site plan’s consistency
with the Elmington Place Neighborhood Conserva@aerlay district guidelines.

5. The Metro Historic Zoning Commission shall have #gla¢hority to approve demolition of any
portion of the existing building deemed non-histat in such poor condition consistent with the
guidelines of the Historic Commission, the EImingtélace Neighborhood Conservation design
guidelines, the attached plan, and the final d&a.p

6. The final site plan shall include details of site@ss and parking requirements, including access
for service vehicles.

7. The Final Site Plan shall be required to have watiatity measures and may be required to
provide detention facilities.

8. A water and sewer capacity letter shall be requivied the final site plan.
9. No new construction shall be permitted within thESNeasement.
10. Uses are limited to 11 residential units that maybcommodated within the existing building, a

combination of units accommodated within a portiéithe existing building and single-family
units, or single-family units only.

11. For any development standards, regulations andresgants not specifically shown on the SP
plan and/or included as a condition of Commissio@auncil approval, the property shall be
subject to the standards, regulations and requimtsyad the RM9 zoning district as of the date of
the applicable request or application.

12. Minor modifications to the preliminary SP plan niag/approved by the Planning Commission or
its designee based upon final architectural, emging or site design and actual site conditions.
All maodifications shall be consistent with the mripples and further the objectives of the approved
plan. Modifications shall not be permitted, excgpbugh an ordinance approved by Metro
Council, that increase the permitted density ooiflarea, add uses not otherwise permitted,
eliminate specific conditions or requirements cored in the plan as adopted through this
enacting ordinance, or add vehicular access poottsurrently present or approved.

13. The requirements of the Metro Fire Marshal’s Officeemergency vehicle access and adequate
water supply for fire protection must be met ptimthe issuance of any building permits

Approved with conditions, (10-@Jonsent Agenda
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Resolution No. BL2008-36

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comssizn that 2008SP-007U-10APPROVED
WITH CONDITIONS. (10-0)

Conditions of Approval:

1. In conjunction with the submittal of the final sjian, the applicant shall demonstrate through
drawings and written text how the proposed planimipes preservation of the building’s historic
features.

2. The final site plan may show maodifications to tiéstng school structure and additional

buildings on the property, including new constroticonsistent with the EImington Place
Neighborhood Conservation Overlay district guidesimnd the attached plan.

3. The final site plan shall include all existing gmposed building elevations, and such elevations
shall comply with the Elmington Place Neighborhdshservation Overlay district guidelines.

4, The Metro Historic Zoning Commission shall advise Metro Planning Department, prior to the
scheduled Metro Planning Commission meeting, aseigroposed final site plan’s consistency
with the Elmington Place Neighborhood Conserva@merlay district guidelines.

5. The Metro Historic Zoning Commission shall have #lu¢hority to approve demolition of any
portion of the existing building deemed non-hista in such poor condition consistent with the
guidelines of the Historic Commission, the EImingtélace Neighborhood Conservation design
guidelines, the attached plan, and the final d&a.p

6. The final site plan shall include details of site@ss and parking requirements, including access
for service vehicles.

7. The Final Site Plan shall be required to have watiatity measures and may be required to
provide detention facilities.

8. A water and sewer capacity letter shall be requivied the final site plan.
9. No new construction shall be permitted within theSNeasement.
10. Uses are limited to 11 residential units that maybcommodated within the existing building, a

combination of units accommodated within a portdéthe existing building and single-family
units, or single-family units only.

11. For any development standards, regulations andresgants not specifically shown on the SP
plan and/or included as a condition of Commissio@auncil approval, the property shall be
subject to the standards, regulations and requinenté the RM9 zoning district as of the date of
the applicable request or application.

12. Minor modifications to the preliminary SP plan nizg/approved by the Planning Commission or
its designee based upon final architectural, emging or site design and actual site conditions.
All modifications shall be consistent with the mipples and further the objectives of the approved
plan. Modifications shall not be permitted, excgpbugh an ordinance approved by Metro
Council, that increase the permitted density oorflarea, add uses not otherwise permitted,
eliminate specific conditions or requirements cored in the plan as adopted through this
enacting ordinance, or add vehicular access poottsurrently present or approved.

13. The requirements of the Metro Fire Marshal’s Officeemergency vehicle access and adequate
water supply for fire protection must be met ptimthe issuance of any building permits.
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The proposed residential SP is consistent with th@reen Hills/Midtown Residential Medium policy,
which is intended for residential developments witha density of between four and nine units per
acre.”

Xl.  PUBLIC HEARING: CONCEPT PLANS

17. 2006S-055G-06
Travis Place Preliminary Extension
Map 126-00, Parcels 147, 565
Subarea 6 (2003)
Council District 35 — Bo Mitchell

A request to extend preliminary approval for TraRiace Subdivision for one year, approved for 140
single-family residential lots, and a variance fr8erction 1-9.2 of the Subdivision Regulations which
prohibits the extension of a preliminary plat apg® under the previous Subdivision Regulations tstbp
March 21, 1991.

Staff Recommendation: Approve

APPLICANT REQUEST-Preliminary Plat Extension and Variance

A request to extend the preliminary approval faavis Place Subdivision for one year, approved ffr 1
single-family residential lots, and for a variaricem Section 1-9.2 of the Subdivision Regulatiortscl
prohibits the extension of a preliminary plat apfe® under the previous Subdivision Regulations setbp
March 21, 1991.

Zoning
RS10 District - RS1@equires a minimum of 10,000 square foot lot anishiended for single-family
dwellings at a density of 3.7 dwelling units pereac

SUBDIVISION DETAILS - The original preliminary plat for Travis Place Sulision was approved by
the Planning Commission on February 23, 2006, utigeprevious Subdivision Regulations that were
adopted March 21, 1991.

The current Subdivision Regulations do not allowdgrtensions of approvals for preliminary plats.
Section 1-9.2 of the current regulations states"tray subdivision submitted as a complete appbcabr
approved in preliminary or final form, but not y&tpired, prior to the effective date may, at thecdition
of the applicant, continue under the subdivisiayutations adopted March 21, 1991, as amended,dut n
extension shall be granted for these subdivisions.”

The applicant has requested that the plat be estbadder the old regulations which will require a
variance to Section 1-9.2 of the current SubdivigRegulations. The applicant has requested thensixin
because significant progress has taken place osittheand the construction plans have been apgroye
Metro Public Works, TDEC, and Harpeth Valley UtilDistrict. Also, approximately 50% of the grading
has been completed, and approximately 50% of tirenstewer infrastructure has been installed.

A final plat was previously submitted for Phasevhijch, if recorded, would negate the need to extbed
preliminary approval. The plat has not been reeddoecause the applicant has chosen to reducetide b
amount by constructing some of the infrastructurerpo recording. The construction was schedutede
completed at this time, but weather has delayegtbject. The applicant estimates that it willdsether
three to four months before construction will benpteted, and the plat can be recorded.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION - Staff recommends that approval of the plat beredéd for one year
and that a variance to Section 1-9.2 be grantestsignificant progress has been made in Phasé4.
applicant anticipates recording ba final plat fuslin Phase 1 in the near future.

Approved, (10-0Consent Agenda
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Resolution No. BL2008-37

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsizn that 2006S-055G-06 A°PROVED,
including a variance to Section 1-9.2. to allow thextension of preliminary plat approval. (10-0)”

18. 2008S-048U-05
Riverside Drive
Map 083-11, Parcel 080
Map 083-15, Parcel 193
Subarea 5 (2006)
Council District 7 - Erik Cole

A request for concept plan approval to create 18do property located at Riverside Drive (unnuradgr
at the northwest corner of Riverside Drive and High Drive (6.41 acres), zoned R10, requested by
Riverside Development LLC, owner, American Engisdec., surveyor.

Staff Recommendation: Approve with conditions

APPLICANT REQUEST - Concept Plan
A request for concept plan approval for 18 lotdwa parcels of land containing 6.41 acres locatethe
west side of Riverside Drive approximately 1,206t feouth of Eastland Avenue.

Zoning
R10 District - R10requires a minimum 10,000 square foot lot andtisrided for single -family dwellings
and duplexes at an overall density of 4.63 dwellings per acre including 25% duplex lots.

SUBDIVISION DETAILS - This request is to subdivide two properties locatedhe west side of
Riverside Drive into 18 single-family residentiatd with a density of approximately 2.8 units perea
Lots range in size from 11,170 square feet to I shliare feet. No new roads are proposed andiibts
be accessed from individual drives off RiversidévBr

The properties are currently vacant and do notaiorany steep slopes or other environmentally seasi
lands that would limit development. While there apb natural constraints on the property, a hidtage
power line runs parallel to Riverside Drive bisegtthe property. The lines have a 100 foot easemen
which no buildings may be placed and consequemtiiyd where buildings can be placed on the proposed
lots.

A railroad line is located on the western bound#rghe property, running the entire length of tharr
property line. The rail line contains two trackslas a highly active line. The Subdivision Regjglas
require a buffer strip at least 25 feet in deptfa@eht to railroad right-of-ways (Section 3-4.2)e.1

With the TVA easement, 25 foot railroad buffer, &tdfoot rear setback requirement, building envesop
depths are reduced to approximately 30 feet. £080building envelope depth is not sufficient awil
not allow for a variety of building types, and wilsult in a building pattern that is not compatiblith the
surrounding area. Once lots are sold, new promsvtyers will likely request setback variances idesrto
provide a deeper building envelope.

To provide a deeper building envelope that wilballfor the construction of homes that are more
consistent with existing homes in the surroundireaathe applicant must apply for a rear yard stba
variance from the Zoning Board of Appeals. The seads will not abut any other residential lot amid
also have a 25 foot wide landscape buffer. Tornthat building envelopes will allow for the
construction of residential units that are more patible with the surrounding area, the variancinéorear
setback should be at least 10 feet. Prior to stthihoif the development plan, the applicant mushioba
variance to the rear setback for at least 10 feet the Zoning Board of Appeals. If a variancerz#irbe
obtained then the final plat will not be recorded.
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PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION The developer’s construction drawings shall convgiy the
design regulations established by the DepartmeRubfic Works. Final design may vary based ordfiel
conditions.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION No Exceptions Taken
WATER SERVICES RECOMMENDATION Will require an off-site sewer line extension.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION  Staff recommends approval with conditions, inclggdihat a variance

to the rear setback be obtained from the Zoning@o&Appeals prior to the submittal of the devetwmt
plan.

CONDITIONS

1. Prior to submittal of the development plan a vazé@afrom the Zoning Board of Appeals must be
granted for at least 10 feet. If a variance carbeaeceived then the final plat should not be
recorded.

2. This request will require the extension of an daf&-sewer line. Plans for the extension of this

sewer line shall be submitted to Metro Water Sewiand must be approved at the Development
Plan application stage.

Mr. Swaggart presented and stated that staff mmewending approval with conditions.

Mr. Mike Barnes, 267 Riverside Drive, spoke in ogifion of the proposal. He submitted a photo ® th
Commission for the record.

Ms. Marsha Mitchell spoke in opposition to the prsal.

Mr. Mark Casias, 267 Riverside Drive, spoke in ggfion to the proposal.

Mr. Seth Brown, 535 Skyview Drive, spoke in oppiasitto the proposal.

Mr. Al Devasher. 107 Stillwater Court, spoke indawf the proposal.

Mr. Bill Clark, 2305 Brittany Drive, spoke in opgdtien to the proposal.

Councilmember Cole acknowledged the limitationthefpower lines and railroad track located on @rne
the parcel. He explained that he has held neididma meetings for this area and shared some of the

concerns of the residents. He also explainedtiieatommunity has developed restrictive covenants t
assist with the development for this area.

Ms. Nielson questioned whether this area was dgtuaéd as a dumping location in the past.

Mr. Swaggart stated he had no record of this pdreiglg used as a dumping area. He further exmgaine
that this parcel met all of the subdivision regiolias.

Mr. Bernhardt clarified that staff was not awareanfy dumping on this parcel until today’s publi@aheg.
Mr. Clifton suggested that if the Commission werepprove this request, they could add a condition
have the Metro Health Department or some othel graup review the issue of dumping on this site

also spoke of the parcel already being zoned ®sttbdivision with the requested density and thextet

was no reason to deny the request.

Ms. Cummings requested additional information anéRisting homes located in the area.

Councilmember Cole explained the physical aesthetithe neighborhood to the Commission.
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Ms. Cummings clarified that the proposal would otibytain single-family homes. She agreed that a
condition should be placed on the proposal to cli@ckazardous materials on this site prior toding.

Mr. Tyler questioned whether the TVA lines weredtaxl on the duplex property.

Mr. Gotto questioned whether staff had any infoiorathat would verify the issue of residents livitog
closely to electrical lines and whether it wouldisa any health problems.

Mr. Swaggart explained that he did not have thiairination.

Mr. Gotto requested clarification on the Zoning Adistrator’s ruling on this subdivision.

Mr. Swaggart explained the variance issued todeisloper by the Zoning Administrator.

Mr. Kleinfelter further explained the rear-yard batks as ruled on by the Zoning Administrator.

Mr. Ponder expressed issues with the power linesténl on the parcel. He stated he was not in fafvor
approving this proposal.

Ms. Jones commented that the railroad tracks shmtldeter the commission’s ruling on this proposal
She has more concern for the electrical power lioegted on the parcel.

Mr. Dalton stated he was not in favor of the pr@bakie to the electrical power lines.

Ms. LeQuire agreed that an environmental study lshbe added and possibly used for both the power
lines and the soil.

Mr. Morrissey offered additional information in vahi the Commission could act on this proposal. He
stated that the subdivision could be approved orediebased on the suitability of the land in whidis to
be developed.

Mr. Bernhardt added that the regulations also roenttilities as an option to either approve or deny

Mr. Clifton stated that the Commission could notevon this request due to the lack of informatian o
whether the power lines would be considered agatetard.

Mr. Bernhardt suggested that the Commission askiven¢he applicant would be in favor of deferrihgst
proposal until they could provide the Commissiothvimformation regarding the geotechnical study as
well as the impacts of the electrical power linesaked on the parcel.

The applicant agreed to the deferral.

Mr. Clifton moved and Ms. Jones seconded the mptidnich passed unanimously, to defer Subdivision
2008S-048U-05 indefinitely, or until such time tgplicant can provide a geotechnical study on tlis,s
as well as a study on any electrical impact offwer lines located on this parcglL0-0)

Resolution No. BL2008-38

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comisien that 2008S-048U-05 BEFERRED
INDEFINITELY. (10-0"
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Xll.  PUBLIC HEARING: FINAL PLATS

19. 2008S-039G-04
Roy T. Weatherholt Resub.
Map 043-06, Parcels 342, 355
Subarea 4 (1998)
Council District 9 - Jim Forkum

A request for final plat approval to modify lot éis between properties located at 617 Farview Lk

936 Snow Avenue, at the northeast corner of Snoenf&e and Farview Drive (1.82 acres), zoned RS7.5,
requested by Roy Weatherholt et ux, owners, Rockyantoya, surveyor.

Staff Recommendation: Approve including an exceptio to lot comparability standards for area and
frontage for Lot 1

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request for final plat approval to modify lot és between properties located
at 617 Farview Drive and 936 Snow Avenue, at thrtheast corner of Snow Avenue and Farview Drive
(1.82 acres), zoned RS7.5.

ZONING
RS7.5 District - RS7.%equires a minimum 7,500 square foot lot andtisrided for single-family
dwellings at a density of 4.94 dwelling units perea

PLAN DETAILS

The applicant has requested the lot lines betwé&&rarview Drive and 936 Snow Avenue be modified so
that the rear portion of 936 Snow Avenue is addedllf7 Farview Drive. The property at 936 Snow
Avenue is currently a flag shaped lot and the retwvbuld be a rectangular-shaped lot, similar It
immediately to the south. The property at 617 eavwDrive would become a T-shaped lot.

Lot Comparability Section 3-5.1 of the Subdivision Regulations stdtasnew lots in areas that are
predominantly developed are to be generally in kegwith the lot frontage and lot size of the exigt
surrounding lots. As the lot frontage will not ciga for 617 Farview Drive and more than an acieréa
is being added to this lot, a lot comparability lgs& was not performed for this lot.

Lot comparability analysis was performed for 93®@8rAvenue and yielded the following information:

Lot Comparability Analysis

Street Requirements

Minimum lot Minimum lot frontage
size (sq. ft.) (linear ft.)

Snow Avenue 16,770 82

As proposed, this lot will have an area of 15, 6§5ft. and a frontage of 75.77 feet which failsifoth
area and frontage.

Lot Comparability Exception - A lot comparability@eption can be granted if the lots do not meet the
minimum requirements of the lot comparability as@y(is smaller in lot frontage and/or size) if thewv
lots would be consistent with the General Plan. Plamning Commission has discretion whether otmot
grant a lot comparability exception.

The proposed lots meente of the qualifying criteria of the exception to mamparability:

. The proposed lots are consistent with the adopted lise policy that applies to the property.
The lots are located in the Residential Medium DgrRM) land use policy. RM policy is intended to
accommodate residential development within a dgnaitge of four to nine dwelling units per acre.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION Approved
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION - Staff recommends approval of the final plat grehting an exception
to lot comparability. The proposed subdivisionasmsistent with the land use policy, which is on¢hef
qualifying exceptions to the lot comparability régment.

Ms. Bernards presented and stated that staff @mweending approval.

Ms. Julia Kinsolving, 628 Farview Drive, spoke ippmsition to the proposal.

Ms. Shiela King, 631 Farview Drive, spoke in opjpiosi to the proposal.

Mr. Roy Weatherholt spoke in favor of the proposeatification.

Mr. Clifton requested further clarification on thdpplication.

Ms. Bernards further explained this request toGbenmission.

Mr. Bernhardt added that if additional changes werge made to this request, that the applicanidvou
have to re-submit their intentions, thus requirngublic hearing before the Commission.

Mr. McLean questioned whether the modification vebchuse encroachment issues in the rear yard.

Ms. Nielson moved and Mr. Gotto seconded the motidrich passed unanimously to approve Final Plat
2008S-039G-04, including an exception to lot corapdity standards for area and frontage for Lot 1.

Resolution No. BL2008-39

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsien that 2008S-039G-04 AA°PPROVED,
including an exception to lot comparability standads for area and frontage for Lot 1. (10-0)”

20. 2008S-043U-12
Blanchard Heights, Resub. Lot 92
Map 148-14, Parcel 073
Subarea 12 (2004)
Council District 30 - Jim Hodge

A request for final plat approval to create 2 lotsproperty located at 3801 Creekside Drive, at the
northeast corner of Creekside Drive and Packarde.84 acres), zoned R10, requested by Roy
Newsom Jr., owner, Campbell, McRae & Associateyeing, Inc., surveyor.

Staff Recommendation: Approve, including an exceptin to lot comparability for frontage for Lot 2

APPLICANT REQUEST - Final Plat
A request for final plat approval to create 2 lots0.84 for property located at 3801 Creekside @riv

ZONING
R10 District -R10requires a minimum 10,000 square foot lot andterided for single -family dwellings
and duplexes at an overall density of 4.63 dwellings per acre including 25% duplex lots.

SUBDIVISION DETAILS
General The plan calls for the creation of two new lotsam existing lot that is located at 3801 Creekside
Drive which is on the northeast corner of Packardéand Creekside Drive.

Lot Comparability Section 3-5 of the Subdivision Regulations stipedahat new lots in areas previously
subdivided and predominantly developed are to lbemgdly in keeping with the lot frontage and latesbf
the existing surrounding lots.

Lot comparability analysis was performed and yidltlee following information:
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Lot Comparability Analysis
Street: Requirements:
Minimum lot size Minimum  lot
(sq. ft.): frontage (linear ft.):
Creekside | 14,6080 100
Packard 22,304 100

The two new lots will have the following areas atictet frontages:

. Lot 1: 22,407 sq. ft., (.50 acres), with 150 lin&apof frontage on Packard Drive, and 105 lingar f
of frontage on Creekside Drive.
. Lot 2: 17,253 sq. ft., (.40 acres), with 95 lin&aof frontage on Creekside Drive.

Both lots meet minimum requirements for area. Lateets the minimum requirement for frontage, but
Lot 2 falls short by approximately 5 feet along €kside Drive.

Lot Comparability Exception A lot comparability exception can be granted & tbt does not meet the

minimum requirements of the lot comparability as@y(is smaller in lot frontage and/or size) if thewv

lots would be consistent with the General Plan. Plagmning Commission has discretion whether otmot

grant a lot comparability exception.

The proposed lots couldeetone of the qualifying criteria of the exception to mparability:

. Where the proposed lot sizes are consistent witkattopted land use policy that applies to the
property. RLM policy is intended to accommodatgdential development within a density range
of two to four dwelling units per acre. The predoamt development type is single-family homes,
although some townhomes and other forms of attabhbading may be appropriate.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION Approved

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION No Exception Taken

STAFF RECOMMENDATION  Staff recommends that the subdivision be approwetiyding an

exception to lot comparability for frontage on 2t The density of the subdivision is approximatl

units per acre, and is consistent with the are&ld Rolicy and the context of the existing developre

Mr. Swaggart presented and stated that staff mmewending approval, including an exception to lot
comparability for frontage for lot 2.

Ms. Gail Holland, 205 Creekside Court, spoke inagifon to the proposal.
Mr. Roy Newsom spoke in favor of the proposal.
Mr. Ponder stated he was in favor of approvingrdgpiest as submitted.

Mr. Tyler requested additional information on tlygiare footage of Creekside Drive.

Ms. Cummings clarified that the subdivision wouldyoallow a single-family dwelling. She then incgd
as to whether other lots located in the area calsld subdivide their lots.

Mr. Swaggart explained that the frontage, as welbacomparability, on the remaining lots, woulat n
allow subdivisions.

Mr. Clifton offered that the regulations supportiogcomparability would protect the remaining aras
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far as subdividing additional lots.

Mr. Clifton moved, and Mr. Ponder seconded the amtivhich passed unanimously, to approve Fnal Plat
2008S-043U-12 including an exception to lot compidits for frontage of Lot 2.(10-0)

Resolution No. BL2008-40

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsien that 2008S-043U-12 APPROVED,
including an exception to lot comparability standads for frontage for Lot 2. (10-0)”

21. 2008S-047G-04
Douglas-Levine Final Plat, 1st Rev. Lots 19 &
Map 042-16, Parcels 157, 159
Subarea 4 (1998)
Council District 4 - Michael Craddock

A request to create 4 lots located at 300 MadigogeSand 301 Woodruff Street, abutting Douglas&tr
(1.44 acres), zoned CS, requested by Elbert ReBaat ux, owners, Bruce Rainey & Assoc., surveyor.
Staff Recommendation: Approve

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request to create four lots from two existintsllocated at 300 Madison
Street and 301 Woodruff Street, abutting Douglase$t(1.44 acres), zoned Commercial Service (CS).

ZONING
CS District - Commercial Servids intended for retail, consumer service, finahcstaurant, office, self-
storage, light manufacturing and small warehougs.us

PLAN DETAILS This request proposes to subdivide two existing ¢ot an existing street into four lots.
The properties are zoned Commercial Services anthtanded for retail, consumer service, financial,
restaurant, office, self-storage, light manufactgrand small warehouse uses. The lots will be &etw
13,500 and 16,500 square feet, which is consistihtthe smaller lot sizes along Douglas StredtisT
request meets all the requirements of the SubdiviBiegulations and the Zoning Ordinance, but itccou
not be approved administratively because it creai@® than two lots.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION No Exception Taken
STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION Approved

STAFF RECOMMENDATION  Staff recommends approval because the request mswpth the
Subdivision Regulations and Zoning Ordinance.

Approved, (10-0Consent Agenda
Resolution No. BL2008-41

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsien that 2008S-047G-04 AA°PPROVED.
(20-0)"
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Xlll. PUBLIC HEARING: REVISIONS AND FINAL DEVELOPME  NT PLANS

22. 93-86-P-06
Lakeshore Meadows (Amend)
Map 141-00, Parcel 014
Subarea 6 (2003)
Council District 35 - Bo Mitchell

A request to amend the preliminary plan of Lakeshdeadows Planned Unit Development located
abutting the south margin of Coley Davis Road dredvwtest margin of Dona McPherson Drive, classified
CL, and RM6, (18.39 acres) to permit a 94 bed stediliving facility containing 103,625 square feet

lieu of an approved 10,000 square foot commelzidtling, increasing the total approved squaredget
from 366,164 square feet to 457,789 square feaghtooverall development, requested by Ragan-Smith-
Associates Inc., applicant, for Lakeshore Estates |

Staff Recommendation: Approve with conditions

APPLICANT REQUEST - Amend Preliminary & PUD Final Site Plan

A request to amend the preliminary plan of Lakeshdeadows Planned Unit Development located
abutting the south side of Coley Davis Road andiést side of Dona McPherson Drive, classified
Commercial Limited (CL) and Multi-Family Resident{&M6), (18.39 acres) to permit a 94 bed, assisted
living facility containing 103,625 square feet, lapng an approved 10,000 square foot commercial
building, increasing the total approved squaredgetfrom 366,164 square feet to 457,789 squarddeet
the overall development.

PLAN DETAILS The Lakeshore Meadows PUD is approved for a 1@5sg@are foot nursing home and
72 multi-family units, which have already been damsted. This amendment proposes to change the
approved, but unbuilt, 10,000 square foot commehtidding to an assisted-care living facility wiéid
beds. Assisted-care living is consistent withrthesing home use already approved in the PUD. @Bsxa
this increases the overall square footage in the Ridre than 10%, from 366,164 square feet to 4%7,78
square feet, the change is required to be approyédetro Council.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION All Public Works' design standards shall be méirdo any
final approvals and permit issuance. Any apprivalbject to Public Works' approval of the condian
plans.

Dona McPherson Drive east of Red Maple Drive haseen accepted for maintenance. Dedicate and
record right of way. Roadway to be inspected arpted for maintenance.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION Approved

STAFF RECOMMENDATION  Staff recommends approval with conditions becdhiseuse is
consistent with uses already approved in the Lakeskleadows PUD.

CONDITIONS
1. Prior to the issuance of building permits, alfiplat must be recorded to dedicate Dona
McPherson Drive east of Red Maple Drive as a pulbla.

2. Label zoning districts.

3. This approval does not include any signs. Sigmdanned unit developments must be approved
by the Metro Department of Codes Administrationeptdn specific instances when the Metro
Council directs the Metro Planning Commission tgee such signs.

4. Prior to any additional development applicatitorsthis property, and in no event later than 120
days after the date of conditional approval byRkenning Commission, the applicant shall
provide the Planning Department with a correctqoyadf the preliminary PUD plan. Failure to
submit a corrected copy of the preliminary PUD with20 days will void the Commission’s
approval and require resubmission of the plan éoRtanning Commission.
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10.

Prior to any additional development applicatitorsthis property, and in no event later than 120
days after the effective date of the enacting @dge, the applicant shall provide the Planning
Department with a corrected copy of the prelimin@D plan. If a corrected copy of the
preliminary PUD plan incorporating the conditiorfsapproval therein is not provided to the
Planning Department within 120 days of the effextilte of the enacting ordinance, then the
corrected copy of the preliminary PUD plan shalbbesented to the Metro Council as an
amendment to this PUD ordinance prior to approfainy grading, clearing, grubbing, final site
plan, or any other development application forghaperty.

Prior to the issuance of any permits, confiroratf PUD final site plan approval of this proposal
shall be forwarded to the Planning Commission leyStormwater Management division of Water
Services.

Prior to the issuance of any permits, confiroratif PUD final site plan approval of this proposal
shall be forwarded to the Planning Commission l@yThaffic Engineering Sections of the Metro
Department of Public Works for all improvementshait public rights of way.

The requirements of the Metro Fire Marshal'si€ffor emergency vehicle access and adequate
water supply for fire protection must be met ptimthe issuance of any building permits.

Authorization for the issuance of permit apgiimas will not be forwarded to the Department of
Codes Administration until four additional copiddime approved plans have been submitted to
the Metro Planning Commission.

The PUD final site plan as approved by the teanCommission will be used by the Department
of Codes Administration to determine compliancehbino the issuance of permits for construction
and field inspection. Significant deviation frohrese plans may require reapproval by the
Planning Commission and/or Metro Council.

Approved with conditions, (10-@onsent Agenda

Resolution No. BL2008-42

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsizn that 93-86-P-06 BPPROVED WITH
CONDITIONS. (10-0)

Conditions of Approval:

1.

Prior to the issuance of building permits, alffiplat must be recorded to dedicate Dona
McPherson Drive east of Red Maple Drive as a pubkal.

Label zoning districts.

This approval does not include any signs. Sigmdanned unit developments must be approved
by the Metro Department of Codes Administrationeptdn specific instances when the Metro
Council directs the Metro Planning Commission tgee such signs.

Prior to any additional development applicatitorsthis property, and in no event later than 120
days after the date of conditional approval byRkenning Commission, the applicant shall
provide the Planning Department with a correctgoyaaf the preliminary PUD plan. Failure to
submit a corrected copy of the preliminary PUD with20 days will void the Commission’s
approval and require resubmission of the planéoRtanning Commission.

Prior to any additional development applicatitorsthis property, and in no event later than 120
days after the effective date of the enacting @dge, the applicant shall provide the Planning
Department with a corrected copy of the prelimin@tyD plan. If a corrected copy of the
preliminary PUD plan incorporating the conditiorfsapproval therein is not provided to the
Planning Department within 120 days of the effextilte of the enacting ordinance, then the
corrected copy of the preliminary PUD plan shalbbesented to the Metro Council as an
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amendment to this PUD ordinance prior to appro¥ainy grading, clearing, grubbing, final site
plan, or any other development application forghaperty.

6. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confiroratf PUD final site plan approval of this proposal
shall be forwarded to the Planning Commission eyStormwater Management division of Water
Services.

7. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confiroratf PUD final site plan approval of this proposal

shall be forwarded to the Planning Commission leyThaffic Engineering Sections of the Metro
Department of Public Works for all improvementshaitpublic rights of way.

8. The requirements of the Metro Fire Marshal’si€&fffor emergency vehicle access and adequate
water supply for fire protection must be met ptimthe issuance of any building permits.

9. Authorization for the issuance of permit appii@as will not be forwarded to the Department of
Codes Administration until four additional copiefstite approved plans have been submitted to
the Metro Planning Commission.

10. The PUD final site plan as approved by the mrenCommission will be used by the Department
of Codes Administration to determine compliancehbp the issuance of permits for construction
and field inspection. Significant deviation frohese plans may require reapproval by the
Planning Commission and/or Metro Council.

The proposed PUD amendment for the expansion of assisted living care facility is consistent with
the intent of the overlay.”

23. 16-87-P-06
Collins Road Commercial PUD (Designer Floors)
Map 155-00, Parcel 105
Subarea 6 (2003)
Council District 35 - Bo Mitchell

A request to revise the preliminary plan and foefiapproval for the Planned Unit Development ledat
8267 Collins Road, at the southwest corner of @slRoad and Highway 100 (1.32 acres), zoned CN, to
permit the development of a 13,403 square footl fetidding, replacing a gas station, requestedPBy
Engineering, Design and Development, LLC, applictontChristopher and Hyun H. Chung, owners.
Staff Recommendation: Approve with conditions

APPLICANT REQUEST A request to revise the preliminary plan and foafiapproval for a
Commercial Planned Unit Development district lodese 8267 Collins Road, at the corner of Colling&o
and Highway 100, to permit a 13,403 square fodilrbuilding, replacing a gas service station.

PLAN DETAILS

History This commercial PUD was originally approved by Me@ouncil in 1987, for a 12,769 square
foot retail use. The plan was subsequently revigetthe Planning Commission to permit a convenience
market, gas-station and car wash. The conveniercket was demolished in July 2006, and the site is
currently vacant.

Proposed PlanThe proposed plan includes a 13,403 square fodtibgifor a flooring store. The building
is to include 4,000 square feet of retail spac#3square feet of office space, and 5,961 sqasteof
inventory space. The plan includes sidewalks alwsty Highway 100 and Collins Road, with a 10-foot
scenic landscape easement along Highway 100.

The proposed revision does not exceed 10% of taéftoor area last approved by the Metro Coun@ihe
Council approved plan in 1987, was for 12,769 sgfieet of retail, while the proposed plan is for403
square feet.
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Access and ParkingAccess points remain consistent with the Courggiraved plan with one access point
on Collins Road and a second access point ontow#igli00. Inventory space requires one parkingepac
per 1,000 square feet, the retail space requireparking space per 200 square feet and the cffiaee
requires one space per 300 square feet for adb&l required parking spaces.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION All Public Works' design standards shall be mebpid any
final approvals and permit issuance. Any apprévalbject to Public Works' approval of the congtinn
plans. Final design and improvements may varydasdfield conditions.

Show and dimension right of way along Collins Roadbel and dedicate right of way 30' from cenierli
to property boundary, consistent with the appravigor street / collector plan.

Show and dimension right of way along Highway 10@raperty corners. Dimension from centerline.
Label and show reserve strip for future right ofyws0 feet from centerline to property boundary,
consistent with the approved major street plan-(830' ROW).

Remove driveway connection from the Collins Roagiailning Lane intersection.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION

1. According to Metro GIS information, the existing-ttich RCP and headwall shown on the
Demolition Plan C1.3 is a culvert diagonally crogsCollins Road. It terminates at the corner of
Collins and Learning Road into the ditch on thetimside of Learning Road. The Metro GIS
information based on field information indicateattthe size is actually 18-inch.

2. Add a note on the Erosion Prevention and Sedimentr@l (EPSC) Plan sheet requiring the
contractor to provide an area for concrete washrdamd equipment fueling in accordance with
Metro CP-10 and CP-13, respectively. Contractadtordinate exact location with NPDES
department during preconstruction meeting.

3. Provide Final Stabilization measures for all dibad areas on the final Grading and Drainage
Plan, C3.1.

4. Provide final grading slopes 3:1 or greater witprawed MWS erosion control matting.

5. Final Design Calculations to be stamped, signeddates by a Tennessee P. E. The property
survey provided did not have the surveyor’s stamp.

6. The proposed 24-inch RCP culvert outlet is showdifierent locations on sheets C2.1 and C3.1.

The pipe on Sheet C3.1 extends to the water qualiffier of the receiving stream. If enclosure of
the ditch is intended, MWS policy does not apprerelosure of an open ditch, exceptions include
that the enclosure is due to a safety concerneoditich capacity is extended.

7. Provide the discharge outflow velocity and includglet protection detail.

8. The pipe size, material, and slope for the propgseed under Collins Road were not shown on the
sheet C3.1.

9. The Sediment Trap storage volume must include L®cag/ards per acre for settling and an

additional 45 cubic yards per acres for sedimemge. The discharge must have outlet
protection in place and shown on the EPSC sheet.

10. Sheet C2.1 drawing does not include the Undergr@ardl Filter. Underground detention
structures from a previous design are shown.

11. The ditch located on the north side of the propshtyuld have side slopes of 3:1 or less. Provide
geotextile lining to prevent erosion. Reference ml&tormwater Manual, Volume 4, PESC-02.
How will the ditch enter the existing roadside tizc

12. The design calculations provided indicate threes mffStormtech. The detention pipe system on
sheet C3.1 appears to be two 48-inch pipes, 90 a0deet respectively.
13. For the drainage system including and through tigetground detention pipes and sand filter,

provide pipe flow, capacity, full flow velocity, Maing’s n, pipe slope, and hydraulic grade line
at each structure for the 10-year storm event.iBeoa Drainage Table showing all structures. The
drainage calculations provided only included thpg®es and some sizes, lengths, and slopes listed
do not match the information given on sheet C3.1.

14, From the design calculations, the total site aseh32 acres; the proposed impervious area is 0.96
acres. These numbers result in a percent imperamesof 72.7%. The percent impervious area
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15.

16.

17.

18.

19.
20.

21.

22.

used in the Stormtech System WQvV calculations i8%8 The underground sand filter
calculations use a value of 72.2%.

From the underground sand filter calculations Mbleme provided is based on the outside
dimensions of the sand filter. Use the inside disiams, less the concrete wall widths, to
determine the volume provided.

Elevations of the inlet, temporary ponding, andhenent pool were not included in the
Underground Sand Filter drawing. The elevationsighbe listed in the drainage system
calculations. Provide the length dimension of thelbay (permanent pool).

Provide additional sand filter calculations for tr@umes of the forebay, forebay surface area, and
temporary storage volume. The equations are pradviid®TP-11 in the Metro Stormwater
Manual.

Provide the size of the underdrain perforated pgresplace the pipes in an 11” gravel jacket.
Place filter fabric between the sand and graveédgadrovide a cross section of the filter bed.
Provide a bypass of the sand filter for the 100-gt@arm event.

The silt fences are shown on the drawings crossamgour lines. Such placement may result in
increasing erosion rather than preventing it. Piltdences along contour lines.

A Long Term Maintenance Plan will be required afteal technical review and prior to issuance
of the Grading Permit. The plan must contain atidmum the following:

a. The completed Inspection and Maintenance Agreemebtank copy of this form is the
Metro Stormwater Manual, Volume 1, Appendix C.

b. Description and locations of stormwater system comepts to be inspected, prepared by
the engineer.

C. Schedule of inspections and the techniques usepect and maintain the stormwater
system BMPs.

d. Where and how the trash, sediment and other patsit@moved from the stormwater
system will be disposed.

e Schematics of BMPs located on the site.

The plan is usually completed during the TechriReiew when the BMP and Water Quality
Structures are reviewed.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION The plan is consistent with the originally approwetcept and staff
recommends approval with conditions.

CONDITIONS

1.

This approval does not include any signs. Signdanned unit developments must be approved
by the Metro Department of Codes Administrationegptdn specific instances when the Metro
Council directs the Metro Planning Commission tdew such signs.

The requirements of the Metro Fire Marshal’s Officeemergency vehicle access and adequate
water supply for fire protection must be met ptmthe issuance of any building permits.

If the PUD final site plan or final plat indicatésat there is less acreage than what is showneon th
approved preliminary plan, the final site plan sbalappropriately adjusted to show the actual
total acreage, which may require that the total neinof dwelling units or total floor area be
reduced.

Prior to any additional development applicationstfas property, and in no event later than 120
days after the date of conditional approval byRkenning Commission, the applicant shall
provide the Planning Department with a correctquyadf the preliminary PUD plan. Failure to
submit a corrected copy of the preliminary PUD with20 days will void the Commission’s
approval and require resubmission of the plan éoRtanning Commission.

Approved with conditions,10-0) Consent Agenda

Resolution No. BL2008-43

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comisien that 16-87-P-06 iBSPPROVED WITH
CONDITIONS. (10-0)
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Conditions of Approval:

1. This approval does not include any signs. Signdanned unit developments must be approved
by the Metro Department of Codes Administrationegptdn specific instances when the Metro
Council directs the Metro Planning Commission tgee such signs.

2. The requirements of the Metro Fire Marshal’s Officeemergency vehicle access and adequate
water supply for fire protection must be met ptimthe issuance of any building permits.

3. If the PUD final site plan or final plat indicatd®at there is less acreage than what is showneon th
approved preliminary plan, the final site plan sbalappropriately adjusted to show the actual
total acreage, which may require that the total Ineinof dwelling units or total floor area be
reduced.

4, Prior to any additional development applicationstfas property, and in no event later than 120
days after the date of conditional approval byRkenning Commission, the applicant shall
provide the Planning Department with a correctquyadf the preliminary PUD plan. Failure to
submit a corrected copy of the preliminary PUD with20 days will void the Commission’s
approval and require resubmission of the plan ¢oRlanning Commission.

XIV. OTHER BUSINESS

24, Amendment to the contract (Metro contract # L-19&ween the Metropolitan Government of
Nashville & Davidson County and EDAW, Inc. for pessional services related to the conduct of
the MPO Northeast Corridor Major Investment Study.

Approved (10-0) Consent Agenda

25. Executive Director Reports

26. Legislative Update

XV. ADJOURNMENT

The meeting adjourned at 9:25 p.m.

Chairman

Secretary

L The Planning Department does not discriminate erbtisis of age, race, sex, color, national origiligion
or disability in access to, or operation of itsgnams, services, activities or in its hiring or éayment practices.
ADA inquiries should be forwarded to: Josie L. Bass, Planning Department ADA Complianocer@inator, 800
Second Avenue South’®2Floor, Nashville, TN 37201, (615)862-715Gtle VI inquiries should be forwarded
to: Michelle Lane, Metro Title VI Coordinator, 222 THiAvenue North, Suite 200, Nashville, TN 37201,
(615)862-6170Contact Department of Human Resources for akmployment related inquiriesat (615)862-
6640.
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